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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


The CAC Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Investment Study (CAC MIS) is a unique effort 
by the transportation agencies serving four counties in northeastern Ohio to address 
transportation problems both within and among the three urbanized regions. 


The study is intended to result in a locally preferred investment strategy that will ultimately be 
accepted into the respective Long Range Plans of the three Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations in the region: Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency, Akron 
Metropolitan Area Transportation Study, and Stark County Area Transportation Study. The 
preferred strategy, which could contain highway and/or transit alternatives, will likely move 
into implementation as a set of discrete projects divided between those that are inter-regional 
in nature and those that are contained within one of the three urbanized regions. 


The MIS is being conducted in the context of Federal guidelines that direct transportation 
planning. The MIS recommendations could result in the expenditure of Federal, state and 
local funds for major capital projects in metropolitan areas. Such studies are expected to 
consider a broad range of alternative strategies, including the option of doing nothing as well 
as other low-cost options. The study identified transportation problems in its study corridor 
and goals and objectives to be met in the context of the study, documented in a purpose and 
need document. The study identified a range of possible strategies for addressing the 
purpose and need and meeting the goals and objectives of the study, and identified a 
preferred strategy through a series of rounds of alternatives evaluation which proceeded over 
a period of more than two years. The CAC MIS also included an extensive public 
involvement and stakeholder interview program as part of the decision-making process. 


The CAC MIS is probably the first major transportation study in Northeast Ohio to include 
three major urbanized areas. As a result, the study has been among the most complex 
studies of its kind ever performed. The study analyzed inter-regional transportation 
improvements using three separate regional transportation models and developed an inter- 
regional transportation model to test inter-regional transportation improvements. As a result 
of modifications to their regional transportation models, all three urbanized areas and the 
region as a whole are better equipped to test future improvements to their mass transit 
systems, and have gained numerous insights in the ways in which their regional 
transportation models react to major changes in the highway network. The study resulted in 
numerous recommendations for changes to the local mass transit and highway network, 
some of which can be implemented rapidly and at minimal cost. The cooperation between 
regions and transportation agencies in northeastern Ohio exemplified by the study serves as 
a model for inter-regional cooperation to address other issues and to take advantage of other 
opportunities presented to the region. 


This report documents more than three years of analysis and decision-making on the part of 
the CAC Coordinating Committee and its consultant team. It presents the events leading up 
to the initiation of the study, the documentation of transportation problems and opportunities 
as identified in the purpose and need statement, the evaluation process and creation of the 
evaluation tools used to analyze alternative strategies; the development and evaluation of 
three rounds of alternative strategies, and the identification and documentation of a preferred 
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alternative for consideration by the local MPOs. The study documents public comment as 
part of the decision-making process and the decisions of the MPOs in relation to the 
advancement of the elements of the preferred alternative strategy. As such, the report 
documents the decision-making process of the CAC coordinating committee and the input of 
the agencies that comprised that committee. The report also provides documentation of the 
technical analysis that underlies those decisions. 


Member agencies of the CAC Coordinating Committee are listed below. More information 
about the structure of the committee can be found in the Memorandum of Agreement in 
Appendix A. 


Akron Metropolitan Area Planning Study —- AMATS 
Greater Cleveland regional Transit Authority -GCRTA 
Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron) - METRO 
Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency - NOACA 
Ohio Department of Transportation - ODOT 

o District 12 

o District 4 

o Office of Transit (Central) 

Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority - PARTA (non-voting member) 
Stark Area Regional Transit Authority - SARTA 

Stark County Area Transportation Study - SCATS 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA 


The Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Investment Study (CAC 
MIS) study area, shown in Figure 2.0-1 includes portions of three metropolitan areas: Canton, 
Akron and Cleveland. Major transportation facilities that were analyzed in the MIS include a 
number of state highways and interstate segments that serve north-south inter-regional 
travel, as well as several railroad facilities that are potential alignments for commuter rail 
service. Figure 2.0-1 shows the location of these major road and rail facilities. 


This corridor, or study area, extends about 62 miles from just south of the Canton central 
business district (CBD), where I-77 intersects with US 30, north through Akron and Kent, 
terminating where I-77 intersects with I-90 just south of the Cleveland CBD. This 
transportation corridor is largely urban, and north-south facilities in the corridor support urban 
traffic volumes composed of a large volume of sub-regional as well as inter-regional and 
interstate traffic. The areas immediately south of the corridors southern terminus in Canton 
are largely rural, and traffic volumes on the primary north-south facility, I-77, are far lower 
than those found in the study area. They are comprised primarily of inter-regional trips. 
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Figure 2.0-1 — Map of CAC MIS Study Area 
With Major Highways and Rail Facilities 
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2.1 General Facts about the study area 


Population and employment in the four counties in which the CAC MIS study area is located 
as a whole, (including Cuyahoga, Portage, Stark and Summit Counties), has decreased over 
the past thirty years and is not expected to grow significantly in the future. However, 
population and employment has migrated from the central cities into suburban and rural 
areas, and this trend is expected to continue. This migration pattern has resulted in 
population increases in Portage, Stark and Summit Counties. The three central cities in the 
corridor—Cleveland, Akron and Canton—are and will remain important employment centers, 
but their relative importance as employment destinations has decreased in recent years and 
is expected to decrease further in the future. 


The MPOs in the regions have recognized this trend. NOACA, in its Framework for Action 
2025 has laid out the policies and development patterns that would control decentralization of 
population and stem the future decline of central cities. The AMATS long-range 
transportation plan addresses curbing “urban sprawl” along with farmland preservation. 
AMATS has developed priorities in their plans to preserve areas with low population and 
employment density, by giving projects in these areas low priority and reduced government 
funding. AMATS has made a goal of encouraging desirable settlement patterns in their long 
range planning process for transportation systems. In its long-range plan, SCATS 
acknowledges the uneven suburban growth distribution in its area, and realizes that this will 
have important consequences in the future. SCATS recommended future planning activities 
for central cities, suburban townships and rural parts of the county. 


Without actions to reverse the increasing decentralization of a static population and 
employment base, and the attendant loss of population and employment density it entails, the 
result will be increasing pressure on the region’s transportation system. 
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 


The purpose of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major 
Investment Study (CAC ITC MIS) is to produce a technically sound and publicly supported 
decision on a transportation strategy to address growing traffic congestion in the corridor 
and to meet Federal requirements for investments that may utilize Federal funding. 


The need for the study results from the growing congestion and safety problems along 
segments of the existing transportation system, which have led to inter- and intra-regional 
travel problems in the CAC corridor. It also results from a desire to consider alternative 
travel options and address the goals and objectives as stated in this document. 


3.1. Corridor Description 


3.1.1 Political and Jurisdictional Description 


The study area includes parts of four counties: Cuyahoga, Portage, Summit and Stark. It is served 
by three metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs): the Stark County Area Transportation Study 
(SCATS), which serves as the MPO for Stark County; the Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation 
Study (AMATS), Summit and Portage counties; and the Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating 
Agency (NOACA), Cuyahoga County. The area lies within two different Ohio Department of 
Transportation districts, Districts 4 and 12. 


The area also lies within the service areas of four separate regional transit authorities: Stark Area 
Regional Transit Authority (SARTA), which serves Stark County; Akron METRO, which serves 
Summit County; Portage Area Regional Transit Authority (PARTA), which serves Portage County; 
and the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA), which serves Cuyahoga County. 
There are more than 50 municipal jurisdictions located in the study area, the names of which are 
listed in Table 3.1-1. 


The three regions lying within the corridor are economically, culturally and geographically related. 
As a result, the three regions produce trips that compose a major travel market on inter-regional 
facilities serving the corridor. The jurisdictional fragmentation of the corridor presents challenges to 
inter-regional approaches to addressing transportation problems, but the three MPOs (SCATS, 
AMATS, and NOACA) within this study area have committed to addressing the travel problems for 
inter- and intra-regional trips throughout the corridor. This commitment will lead to an enhancement 
and improvement of travel within the corridor on the major segments identified in this document. 
The resulting improvements will benefit the residents of the various communities within the study 
area. 
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Table 3.1-1: Cities, Villages and Townships in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional 


Transportation Corridor Area 


Cuyahoga County — Cities 
City of Bedford 

City of Bedford Heights 
City of Brecksville 

City of Broadview Heights 
City of Brooklyn Heights 
City of Cleveland 

City of Garfield Heights 
City of Highland Heights 
City of Independence 

City of Maple Heights 

City of North Randall 

City of Seven Hills 

City of Shaker Heights 

City of Solon 

City of Warrensville Heights 


Cuyahoga County - Villages 
Village of Cuyahoga Heights 
Village of Glenwillow 

Village of Highland Hills 
Village of Newburgh Heights 
Village of Orange 

Village of Oakwood 

Village of Valley View 

Village of Walton Hills 


Summit County — Cities 
City of Akron 

City of Barberton 

City of Cuyahoga Falls 
City of Fairlawn 

City of Green 

City of Hudson 

City of Macedonia 

City of Munroe Falls 
City of Stow 

City of Tallmadge* 
City of Twinsburg 


Summit County - Villages 
Village of Boston Heights 
Village of Lakemore 
Village of New Franklin 
Village of Mogadore* 
Village of Northfield 

Village of Peninsula 
Village of Reminderville 
Village of Richfield 

Village of Silver Lake 


Summit County — Townships 
Bath Township 

Boston Township 

Copley Township 

Coventry Township 
Franklin Township 
Northfield Center Township 
Richfield Township 
Sagamore Hills Township 
Springfield Township 
Twinsburg Township 


Portage County -— Cities 
City of Aurora 

City of Kent 

City of Streetsboro 

City of Tallmadge* 


Portage County -— Villages 
Village of Brady Lake 
Village of Mogadore* 
Village of Sugar Bush Knolls 


Portage County — Townships 
Brimfield Township 

Suffield Township 

Franklin Township 


Stark County — Cities 
City of Canton 

City of North Canton 
City of Hartville 


Stark County - Townships 
Plain Township 

Jackson Township 

Lake Township 


“These municipalities 
cross county lines 
(Summit and Portage County) 
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3.1.2 Socioeconomic Trends and Projections 


When the initial analysis was performed on this study, 1990 Census data was the best available for 
many categories of transportation, employment, income and demographic data. Some data was 
updated with 1999 estimates developed by Claritas Corporation. The committee used this 1990 
and 1999 data to base their decisions in preparing the purpose and need statement and the 
development of alternatives. Year 2000 Census data came too late to be considered in this study, 
and much data remains unavailable as of the preparation of this preferred alternative report. 


Early on in the study, an agreement was made among the three MPOs to use the year 2025 for 
forecasts; however, early on in the modeling process, AMATS did not have a 2025 planning data 
forecast similar to NOACA and SCATS so they had to use a 2025 trip table that was an 
extrapolation of their 2020 trip table. As the study progressed and the inter-regional model was 
developed, actual 2025 forecasts became available for the AMATS area, and data from these 
forecasts was used in running the AMATS and inter-regional models in the transportation modeling 
performed after December 2000. These include the third round (multi-modal) alternatives and the 
model runs performed to test the Preferred Alternative. 


3.1.3 Population and Household Trends and Projections 


Total population is expected to be relatively stable over the next 20 years in the four CAC corridor 
counties. Increases are expected in the AMATS area in terms of population, housing units, and 
employment as a whole between 1990 and 2020’. Stark County is also forecasting a 4.2 percent 
increase over 1990 population.” However, as the examination of the population trends in the four 
counties presented in Table 3.1-3 indicates, these population increases in the southern areas of the 
corridor will be largely offset by population losses in Cuyahoga County. The trend toward smaller 
household sizes and greater dispersion of population, which has occurred over the past 30 years, is 
expected to continue in these four counties. 





" AMATS 2020 Planning Data Forecast, AMATS, December, 1996 
? Stark County 2020 Land Use Plan, Stark County Regional Planning Commission, December, 1996 
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Table 3.1-2 shows population by county for 1999. Table 3.1-3 shows 1990-2020 population trends 
for each of the four counties. Cuyahoga County is projected to lose population over the 20-year 
planning horizon, but gains are forecast for the other study area counties. Between 1970 and 1990, 
Cuyahoga County’s population declined from 1.7 million to 1.4 million. The county is expected to 
continue losing population, falling to 1.3 million by 2025.2 Much of this loss is explained by out- 
migration from the City of Cleveland. 


Since 1980, Cleveland’s population has declined from more than 570,000 in 1980 to about 505,000 
in 1990.4 However, Cleveland and Cuyahoga County remain the most populous jurisdictions of 
northeastern Ohio, and are expected to remain so for the foreseeable future. In 1980, Cuyahoga 
County contained about 59 percent of the population of the four counties in the corridor. As of 
1999, Cuyahoga County remains the home of more than 56 percent of the four-county population, 
and is expected to contain 54 percent of the population of the area in 2020. 


Summit County, the second most populous and most urbanized county in the study area, is 
expected to grow in population by some 27,000 over the next two decades. This growth is driven 
by that county’s outer ring of communities. Stark County should also expect to grow by some 
10,000 people over the next two decades. Most of this growth will be concentrated in the northern 
half of the county. 


Table 3.1-2: Regional Population, 1999 











Population | Percent of Population by County 
County (000) Total 
Cuyahoga 1,373 56 c - 
Portage 152 6 ee 
Stark 373 15 a 
Summit 539 22 uae a = aaa 














Total 2,437 


Source: Claritas 





° Framework for Action 2025: Part | — State of the Region Report. NOACA, February 8, 1999, p. 26 
“US Census Bureau, 1990 
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Table 3.1-3: Population Trends by County 




















Cuyahoga Population Trends 
Population Percent Change Cuyahoga County, 
Year (000) from Previous aie 1980 - 2020 
ae 
1980 1,498 NA SS 
1,200 
1990 1,412 -5.7 6 
® 600 
1999 1,374 -2.7 =I 
2004 1,357 -1.2 ge 0 
2020 1,332 48 1980 1990 1999 2004 2020 


Source: Claritas (1980-2004); NOACA (2020) 











Portage Population Trends 
Population Percent Change Portage County, 
Year (000) from Previous 1980 - 2020 
1980 136 NA S 
1990 143 5.1 5 
ya ie ei 2 lide tae a daa a | 
2004 157 3.3 oS 0 
2020 166 57 1980 1990 1999 2004 2020 





Source: Claritas (1980-2004); AMATS (2020) 











Stark Population Trends 
Population Percent Change Stark County, 
Year (000) from Previous 1980 - 2020 
1980 379 NA 8 
1990 368 -2.9 e 
Be > a mm | 
2004 375 0.5 3 9 
2020 383 24 1980 1990 1999 2004 2020 





Source: Claritas (1980-2004); SCATS (2020) 











Summit Population Trends 
Population Percent Change Summit County, 
Year (000) from Previous 1980 - 2020 
1980 524 NA 8 
1990 515 -1.7 5 
a = ; mn nn 
2004 547 1.5 3.0 
2020 566 35 1980 1990 1999 2004 2020 





Source: Claritas (1980-2004); AMATS (2020) 
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Table 3.1-4: Population Density of Cuyahoga, Portage, Stark 
and Summit Counties, 1980 through 2020 


Persons Per Square Mile 


Year Cuyahoga Portage Stark Summit 
1980 3,269 276 658 1,270 
1990 3,081 290 638 1,247 
1999 2,998 309 647 1,305 
2004 2,962 318 651 1,324 
2020 2,906 337 665 1,371 
Change 1980-2020 -11% 22% 1% 8% 


Source: Claritas (1980-2004): AMATS, NOACA, SCATS (2020) 


Table 3.1-4 shows population density for the four counties in the study area. Following the 
population changes in the four counties, population density has fallen slightly in Cuyahoga County 
since 1980 and that trend is expected to continue through 2020. In Portage, Stark and Summit 
counties, population density has generally risen and is expected to continue to rise through 2020. 
However, Cuyahoga County is now and is expected to remain more than twice as densely 
populated as Summit County, nearly four times as densely populated as Stark County, and more 
than eight times as densely populated as Portage County. 


Figures 3.1-1 through 3.1-4 show population density trends by northeastern Ohio census tract for 
the years 1980 through 1999 and a projection for 2004. Figure 3.1-5 shows the percentage change 
in population density between 1980 and 2004, again by census tract. As the 1999 map in Figure 
3.1-3 shows, high densities are currently found only in the three major cities, while the intervening 
space in the corridor is relatively lightly populated. Comparing this time series of maps, however, 
one can see that population is spreading from the densely populated cores to many less populous 
areas. Population in these intervening tracts is growing, and the areas with suburban (as opposed 
to rural or minimal) population densities are growing closer to one another. The converse of this 
trend is found in the central cities of Akron, Canton and Cleveland. The maps show decreasing 
densities in the central areas of these three cities, as population steadily spreads outward from the 
urban cores. This trend is particularly visible in Canton and southwest Cleveland. 


Following a long-standing nation-wide trend, household sizes are projected to fall in all the counties, 
while the number of households is projected to rise significantly between 1990 and 2020. Even 
Cuyahoga County, which is expecting an 11 percent decrease in population, is projected to see a 
16 percent increase in the number of households. Table 3.1-5 shows the number of households by 
county for 1990 and 2020, and Table 3.1-6 shows the average household size for each county. 
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Figure 3.1-2: Population Density, 1990 
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Figure 3.1-3: Population Density, 1999 
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Figure 3.1-4: Population Density, 2004 
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Figure 3.1-5: Population Change, 1980-2004 
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Table 3.1-5: Number of Households (in thousands) in Cuyahoga, 
Portage, Stark and Summit Counties, 1980 through 2020 
Year Cuyahoga Portage Stark Summit Total 
1980 563 44 134 931 
1990 563 49 140 952 
1999 559 55 146 976 
2004 557 58 149 987 
2020 651 66 150 1,105 
Change 1980-2020 16% 51% 12% 


Table 3.1-6: Average Number of Persons per Household in Cuyahoga, 
Portage, Stark and Summit Counties, 1980 through 2020 





Year Cuyahoga Portage Stark Summit Total 

1980 2.7 3.1 2.8 11.3 

1990 2.5 2.9 2.6 10.6 

1999 2.5 2.8 2.6 10.3 

2004 2.4 2.7 2.5 10.1 

2020 2.1 2.5 2.6 9.5 
Change 1980-2020 -23% -19% -10% -14% 


Source: Claritas (1980-2004); NOACA, AMATS, SCATS (2020) 


The increase in households is important in projecting traffic, as trip making tends to be household- 
based. For example, a one-person household will probably make just as many weekly trips to the 
grocery store or to a restaurant as a two-person household. 


Figure 3.1-6 shows median household income by census tract for the region in 1990. Income tends 
to rise with distance from the cores of the three cities, though there are pockets of affluence in inner 
suburbs and pockets of relative poverty in the rural periphery. The study area and the 
transportation facilities that serve it pass through areas representing a wide range of economic 
conditions, from some of the poorest areas in northeastern Ohio, to among the wealthiest areas in 
the entire United States. 
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Figure 3.1-6: Median Household Income, 1990 
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Table 3.1-7: Percentage of Population in Poverty, 1990 
Percent in Percentage of Population in Poverty 
County Poverty by County 
Cuyahoga 13 |. 15 
a 
Stark At |r 2 
Suinnit 42 Cuyahoga Portage Stark Summit 





Source: US Census Bureau 


Table 3.1-7 shows the percentage of the population of each county living in poverty in 1990. At that 
time, between 11 and 13 percent of the population of each of the counties lived in poverty. 
However, as the map in Figure 3.1-7 shows low-income households are heavily concentrated in the 
urban cores and inner suburban areas of each of the three cities in the study area. 


As the populations of the Canton, Akron and Cleveland areas have become more dispersed, 
extensive suburban retail, employment and recreational development has followed. The new 
developments are overwhelmingly automobile-oriented; driving is required to accomplish virtually all 
trip purposes. This has resulted in increased trip lengths in the corridor. For example, the average 
length of home-based shopping trip in the Akron (AMATS) region increased by nearly eight percent 
between 1970 and 1990; in the Canton region, home-based shopping trips increased by 20 percent 
over the same period. 


The newer suburbs are increasingly distant from the central cities, so residents who work in the 
central cities have longer work trips. The length of home based work trips in the Akron and Canton 
regions, for example, has increased substantially between 1970 and 1990 (about two percent in the 
Akron Region and eight percent in the Canton region). However, these statistics include all home- 
to-work trips, including the increasing number of suburb-to-suburb trips, which are generally shorter 
than traditional suburb-to-center city commuters do. Further analysis using the travel demand 
model is likely to reveal that these traditional commuters are now taking significantly longer trips 
than in they had in the past. 


3.1.4 Employment Trends and Projections 
The CBDs of Cleveland and Akron remain the area’s major travel destinations, but they are 


gradually being challenged by suburban commercial development generally, and the development 
of several major suburban employment centers throughout the corridor. 
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The general expectation for employment over the 1990-2020 period is for the decentralization of 
jobs to continue in the study area. Jobs have tended to move out of Cleveland to other parts of 
Cuyahoga County, and to surrounding suburban counties. NOACA estimates that Cuyahoga 
County’s share of their five-county region’s employment declined from 84 percent in 1970 to 77 
percent by 1990. It is projected to be 70 percent in 2010.° Employment figures for the four study 
area counties Table 3.1-8 shows a similar trend, with job losses in Cuyahoga County, and job gains 
in the other three counties. 


As Tables 3.1-9, and 3.1-10 and Figure 3.1-8 clearly show, Cuyahoga County has a much larger 
number of jobs than the three other counties in the study area, with the Cleveland CBD being by far 
the largest of the corridor’s major employment centers. This is expected to remain the case through 
2020, despite the expected losses of jobs to surrounding counties. 


The job losses in Cuyahoga and job gains in Portage, Stark and Summit counties mirror the 
population trends noted above, but are larger in terms of the percentage of change. Cuyahoga 
County is expected to lose approximately 83,000 jobs, more than nine percent of its workforce, 
between 1990 and 2020. Conversely, the workforces of Portage, Stark and Summit counties in the 
study area are expected to grow by double-digit percentages. Despite these shifts in the number of 
jobs in each county, the total employment for the four-county area will remain almost constant 
between 1990 and 2020, with an expected growth rate of less than one percent. 


The Northern Summit County subarea is forecast to exhibit the highest rates of growth in Summit 
County. The area of greatest growth in Portage County is expected in the northwestern Portage 
County subarea.® Stark County has also shown major shifts in decentralization of employment 
opportunities as jobs have followed population movements to the suburbs. Between 1970 and 
1990 Canton lost more than 6,700 jobs while the balance of the county gained 25,000 jobs. 





° Enhanced Planning Review of the Greater Cleveland Metropolitan Area, FTA, April 6, 1996, p. 11 
® AMATS 2020 Planning Data Forecast (Technical Memorandum), AMATS, December 12, 1996, p. 8 
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Table 3.1-8: Employment for Cuyahoga, Portage, Stark 
and Summit Counties, 1990 and 2020 


Cuyahoga 
Year 
1990 
2020 

Change 


Source: NOACA 


Portage 
Year 
1990 
2020 

Change 


Source: AMATS 


Stark 
Year 
1990 
2020 

Change 


Source: SCATS 


Summit 
Year 
1990 
2020 

Change 


Source: AMATS 


Employment (000) 
907 
824 
-9.2% 


Employment (000) 
44 
56 
27.3% 


Employment (000) 
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16.6% 
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18.5% 
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Table 3.1-9: Employment for Cuyahoga, Portage, Stark 
and Summit Counties, 1990 

















Employment 
Empl , 1990 

_= NG oun a I a Bee rr ies 
Cuyahoga 907 IE ‘soo 
Portage 44 5 600 

E 400 
Stark 163 [2 500 
Summit 227 | | 
Total 1,341 Cuyahoga Portage Stark Susicnit 











Sources: NOACA, AMATS, SCATS 


The increasing suburbanization of employment in the corridor has important and numerous 
transportation implications. The suburban employment areas tend to be more numerous, smaller, 
and far less densely developed than the traditional central business districts they are slowly 
supplanting. These characteristics make the suburban centers create an “everywhere-to- 
everywhere” commuting pattern that increases traffic volumes and is notoriously difficult and 
inefficient to serve with public transportation. Suburban employment centers also impact both 
transportation and land development in that those who work in them often seize upon the 
opportunity to move farther from the central city areas, to rural areas beyond the fringe of the 
suburban area, from which commuting to the central cities would be impractical. 


The combined result is more commuting by automobile, increased travel time and traffic volume 
and increasing convergence of traffic on suburban employment and commercial areas. As the 
examination of traffic volumes and levels of service in section 3.2 of this document will reveal, 
segments of inter-regional highway facilities serving suburban employment areas such as Rockside 
Road, Summit Mall and Belden Village are among the most heavily traveled and congested facilities 
in the corridor. Had this decentralization of employment not occurred, and had employment 
remained primarily in compact corridors radiating from three strong urban cores, some roads in the 
CAC corridor would likely suffer congestion as serious as any found in the corridor today. 


However, the congestion would be less widespread, confined to local areas near the urban cores, 
and would have less impact on inter-regional trips. Average trip lengths, particularly commuter 
trips, would likely be shorter, and thus the total volume of auto traffic, and travel time for drivers, 
would likely be less. Perhaps most significantly, public transit would be more convenient and would 
likely carry a higher proportion of corridor trips. Thus, the same number of person trips could be 
accomplished with fewer vehicle trips and fewer vehicle miles traveled, with less transportation 
investment and with fewer negative environmental effects. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
























































Page 3-19 
Table 3.1-10: Number of Employees by Corridor Employment Area, 1990 
Employment 
Employment Area (000) 
Cleveland CBD 134 
Chagrin Blvd./US 422/I-271 55 
University Circle/Cleveland Clinic 46 
Akron CBD 36 
|-77/l-480/Rockside Road 16 
Belden Village 14 
Canton CBD 13 
Sources: NOACA, AMATS, SCATS 
Number of Employees by Employment Area, 1990 
150 
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275. 
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3.1.5 Inter-regional Travel Patterns 


The main focus of this study is relatively long-distance trips between the three regions. Travel can 
be made for any number of reasons: leisure, shopping, doctor’s visits, education, recreation, and 
work trips. There are numerous destinations throughout the corridor that serve as attractions for 
these inter-county trips. In addition, a small but significant proportion of traffic on the corridor’s 
roadways, particularly the interstate highways serving and crossing the corridor, are through-trips 
that begin and end outside the CAC corridor, or trips to the corridor by visitors from outside the 
area. 


However, the main source of the traffic congestion that exists in the corridor is caused by travelers 
commuting to and from work during the morning and afternoon peak travel periods. These travelers 
are primarily traveling to one of the employment centers indicated on Figure 3.1-8, but there are 
dozens of other smaller, growing, lower-density employment centers located throughout the 
corridor. The proliferation of such employment nodes increases background traffic and, in many 
cases, contributes to congestion problems in the corridor. The information presented in this 
section, although largely based on 1990 data, helps to give a fuller picture of the daily work trips 
made in the CAC Inter-Regional Travel Corridor. 


3.1.6 Corridor Activity Centers 


The Canton, Akron, and Cleveland urbanized areas each has many important facilities and 
attractions for which they are known. The three regions differ in size and scale, and their attractions 
likewise differ in scale and function, but are large enough and near enough to one another to 
generate significant inter-regional traffic. 


Downtown Cleveland and University Circle include a number of world-class entertainment facilities. 
These facilities include the Gateway sports and entertainment complex (Jacobs Field and Gund 
Arena); Browns Stadium, Cleveland State University Convocation Center, and the Rock and Roll 
Hall of Fame. Other Cleveland attractions include the Lakefront, the Flats and Playhouse Square 
entertainment districts, as well as Severance Hall and the Cleveland Museum of Art. 


Educational destinations in these areas include Cleveland State and Case Western Reserve 
Universities and Cuyahoga Community College’s Metro Campus, as well as a number of smaller 
educational institutions. Cleveland Clinic and University Hospitals are medical facilities of 
international reputation in the Cleveland area. A number of other large hospitals (Metro Health 
Systems, Mt. Sinai; and St. Vincent) are located in the Downtown Cleveland or the University Circle 
area. 


Downtown Akron contains a number of important attractions. Some of these include the University 
of Akron, the John S. Knight Convention Center; Inventure Place, the National Inventors Hall of 
Fame; Canal Park (home of the Akron Aeros baseball team), and the Akron Zoological Park. 


Major health care facilities in Akron include Children’s Hospital - Medical Center of Akron, Akron 
General Medical Center, Summa Health System’s Akron City and St. Thomas Hospitals, and the 
Morley Health Center, which are located in the downtown area. Other important attractions in the 
surrounding areas in the corridor are Akron Civic Theater, Blossom Music Center, Boston 
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Mills/Brandywine Ski Resort, Stan Hywet Hall and Gardens, E.J. Thomas Performing Arts Hall, 
Summit and Rolling Acres shopping malls, and the Rubber Bowl. 


The Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area is an attraction shared by Cuyahoga and Summit 
Counties. This important recreational and conservation facility located entirely in the CAC corridor, 
preserves 33,000 acres of undeveloped land along 22 miles of the Cuyahoga River. 


Downtown Canton’s attractions include the Canton Memorial Civic Center, and the Cultural Center 
for the Arts. Canton is also home to a number of institutions of higher learning, including Stark 
State College of Technology, Kent State University - Stark County Campus, Malone College and 
Walsh University. Near downtown Canton is the Professional Football Hall of Fame, one of 
northeastern Ohio’s most popular tourist attractions, visited by 185,000 people annually, which 
gives Canton the name “Hall of Fame City.” 


Canton was also the home of President William McKinley. Two attractions in Canton dedicated to 
his memory are the National Monument, and the McKinley Museum of History, Science and 
Industry. Two of Canton’s largest hospitals are the Aultman Health Foundation employing about 
3,000 people, and Columbia Mercy Medical Center, which employs 2,700 people. 


Portage County includes important educational facilities such as Kent State University, which had 
an enrollment of about 21,500 full and part-time students in the fall of 1999. Kent State University 
also has its own bus service for students and the general public. Tourist attractions in Portage 
County include Sea World of Ohio and Six Flags Ohio (formerly Geauga Lake) amusement parks. 
These last two attractions, though technically located outside the boundaries of the CAC MIS study 
area, generate significant inter-regional traffic both within and through the corridor. 


3.1.7 Inter-regional Work Trips 


Table 3.1-11 and Figure 3.1-9 shows the volume of inter-county work trips among the four counties 
in the study area in 1990. The strongest inter-regional work travel movements in the corridor are 
oriented northward, with a significant portion of Summit County trips made to Cuyahoga County, 
and a significant portion of Stark County trips made to Summit County. 


About 39,000 people traveled to Cuyahoga County from the three other counties to work. It is 
estimated that over 12,500 workers traveled from Cuyahoga to the other three counties combined. 
Summit County was the destination of about 77 percent of these commuters. 
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Table 3.1-11: 1990 Journey-to-Work Origin-Destination Trip Table 
Daily Work Trips, County-to-County and Within Counties 


To: 
Cuyahoga Total 
562,305 1,374 1,428 9,737 


Portage 10,163) 34,848 1,483] 15,753 
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Note: The totals above do not include work trips to or from places outside the four study area counties. 
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This strong directional imbalance of work trips to Cuyahoga from Summit and Portage Counties is 
probably explained by the strong draw of downtown Cleveland and the other major employment 
centers within Cuyahoga County. Many of the suburban areas of northern Summit and Portage 
Counties (for example, Macedonia, Twinsburg and Streetsboro) are located much closer to the 
Chagrin Highlands and I|-77/l-480/Rockside Road employment areas than they are to downtown 
Akron or Cuyahoga Falls. The close proximity of these two major Cuyahoga County suburban 
employment centers to Portage and Summit counties, as well as the sheer size of the Downtown 
Cleveland and University Circle employment areas, are likely the major reasons for large numbers 
of inter-regional commute trips. 


Similarly, Summit County, with larger and more concentrated employment centers than Portage and 
Stark Counties, has a large directional imbalance of work trips to and from those two counties. 

More than ten percent of Stark County work trips are made to Summit County, however, in Summit 
County, only about three percent of work trips are made to Stark County. Work trips between Stark 
and Cuyahoga Counties are far fewer and more balanced, with fewer than 2,000 work trips in each 
direction in 1990. 


Table 3.1-12: Pecentage of Travelers Using Various Modes for Travel 
to Work for US, Ohio and Counties of Cuyahoga, Portage, Stark 
and Summit, 1990 


Drove Alone (%) Carpool/Vanpool (%) Public Transit (%) 
United States 73 13 5 
Ohio 82 11 3 
Cuyahoga 77 11 8 
Portage 82 10 1 
Summit 86 9 2 
Stark 87 10 1 


Source: US Census Bureau, 1990 


As the information in Table 3.1-12 indicates, residents of the counties in which the study corridor is 
located are more likely to drive to work alone, and less likely to use public transit or shared-ride 
modes, than are Americans and Ohioans in general. More than three-quarters of work trips are 
made by car in all the counties, and only in Cuyahoga County are more than five percent of work 
trips made by public transit. Indeed, even at one percent, the Census may overstate the use of 
transit in Summit and Portage Counties in 1990, particularly in Portage County, which had no public 
transit service of any kind except the Kent State University Campus Bus Service. 
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At the time of the 1990 census, only Cuyahoga County had countywide bus services. With the 
development of new countywide transit authorities in Portage, Stark and Summit Counties, the 2000 
census may show an increase in the percentage of transit use in Portage, Stark and Summit 
Counties. Figure 3.1-10 shows the 1990 percentage of users of public transit by census tract. 
Given the availability of public transit service in 1990, the highest use of public transit is predictably 
found only in the inner central areas of Cleveland, Akron and Canton, and in the inner suburbs of 
Cleveland. However, transit use in Cuyahoga County can be expected to remain higher than in the 
other areas of the study corridor due to the relatively higher population, employment and housing 
densities in the Cleveland area, and the more extensive transit service—including heavy rail and 
light rail rapid transit lines—that Cleveland’s public transit system provides. 
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3.1.8 Transportation Facilities and Services 


Inter- and intra-regional travel in the corridor is primarily highway-based, with most trips made by 
private automobile. Inter-regional trips are primarily made on the limited number of freeway links 
connecting the three regions. Longer-distance public transportation services in the corridor are 
limited to a small number of local and inter-city bus services. Rail transportation links among the 
three regions are currently limited to freight service and excursion passenger service. 


3.1.9 Major Highways 


The MIS examined portions of the following major highways that serve the north south, inter- 
regional travel patterns that are the focus of this study: 


e |-77 

e 1-271 

e 1-480 

e Ohio SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) 
e Ohio SR 8 

e 1-80 (Ohio Turnpike) 

e 1-76 

e |-277 


These are depicted in Figure 3.1-11. 


I-77 is the major north-south freeway extending from Cleveland through Akron to Canton. Most of 
|-77 is a four-lane divided limited access interstate with some sections widened to six lanes in the 
Cleveland and Akron areas. 


I-271 is a major outer-belt partially encircling Cleveland to the east and south, and approaching 
Akron from the north. It is a four-lane, limited-access facility, except for a six-lane section in the 
vicinity of the Cuyahoga-Summit County lines where the roadway also has an I-480 designation. 


|-480 freeway is the major east-west highway in Cuyahoga County. Most of I-480 in the corridor is 
an eight-lane, limited access interstate from the Jennings Freeway and I-77 east to the interchange 
with I-271. I-480 then shares designation with I-271 into Oakwood, where it continues southeast 
from |-271 extending through the eastern portion of the corridor in Portage County to connect with 
I-80 (The Ohio Turnpike) to the east of the study corridor. 


SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) is a six-lane, limited access highway that extends north from |-480 to 
I-71 in the western portion of the corridor in Cuyahoga County. To some extent, it provides an 
alternative route to I-77. 
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SR 8 is a six-lane, limited access freeway from the Central Interchange in Akron (junction I-77 in 
Akron) to SR 303. From SR 303 to I-271, SR 8 is a four-lane, controlled-access arterial with at- 
grade intersections. 


The Ohio Turnpike (designated I-80 in the corridor area) is a toll road providing east-west service in 
the northern portion of Summit County. This limited access freeway varies from four to six lanes 
between I-77 and SR 8, but plans call for widening to six lanes over the entire corridor segment. 


I-76 is the primary east-west freeway in Summit County. The freeway is a six-lane, limited access 
facility from the interchange with I-77 where joint I-77/l-76 designation begins, east to the approach 
of the Central Interchange with SR 8/I-77 in Akron, where it widens to eight lanes. The “Kenmore 
Leg” of I-76 is a four-lane facility that extends from the western end of I-277 north to connect with I- 
77. The “Kenmore Leg,” together with I-277, forms a bypass of the downtown Akron area for 
through traffic on I-77. |-277 is a six-lane limited access facility extending west from the I-76 
“Kenmore Leg” to I-77. 


3.1.10 Public Transportation Facilities 


Four regional transit authorities (RTAs) serve the study area: Greater Cleveland Regional Transit 
Authority (GCRTA), METRO Regional Transit Authority (METRO), Portage Area Regional Transit 
Authority (PARTA), and Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA). Each agency provides 
fixed-route bus and paratransit service. GCRTA also provides rail service with both heavy- and 
light-rail lines. 


These four agencies vary widely in size: GCRTA is the largest public transit agency in Ohio and 
among the largest in the US in terms of the number of vehicles in its fleet and passengers carried. 
By contrast, PARTA is currently primarily a paratransit operation with limited fixed-route service. 
Paratransit is a publicly provided demand-response service, which operates much like a call-in taxi 
service that ensures access to transportation services for those who cannot utilize the public transit 
system (primarily the elderly or disabled). Fixed-route service is defined as bus or rail transit 
service provided along fixed routes at regularly-scheduled times. 


Kent State University also provides some inter-county fixed-route bus service to meet the needs of 
its students and employees. The general public may also use these buses. Operating statistics for 
four of the corridors’ transit operators are shown in Table 3.1-13. Data was not available for 
PARTA in 1997. 
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Table 3.1-13: 1997 Transit Service Statistics for Agencies Serving the Corridor 


Usban zed Area Statistics 


——_- Square Migs |1990Popubton| SquareM iks Popukton | 1990 Pop.Densiy 
(ersons4q.m ik) 


1,677 A92 1,412,140 

244,576 367,585 

KentState Campus Bus 527,863 670,000 
PARTA 527,863 142,585 
METRO @€kion) 527,863 516,033 


Annual i Average 


Passenger i W eekday 
Migs Uninked Trps 


285,204,527 


KentState Campus Bus 
PARTA 
METRO @€kion) 


26,641,940 

1,112,151 

KentState Campus Bus 490,662) 
PARTA 449,999| 
METRO €kzon) 5,417,104 





Source: National Transit Database, 1997; Information for PARTA, National Transit Database, 1996 


Although the heavily urbanized areas of the corridor are generally well served by transit, service for 
inter-regional trips is limited, meaning that for most such travel there is little or no alternative to 
dependency on the private automobile. This is not unexpected in large areas with dispersed trip 
origins and destinations, which are generally difficult to serve with transit. 


Transit service available for the trip purposes of this study (north-south, inter-regional trips of 
relatively long distances) is limited. Akron’s METRO operates two express routes, X60 and X61 
(North Coast Express), between Akron and Cleveland. These routes are the only public transit 
routes in the corridor that provide inter-regional service without a transfer. These routes provide 
service to Cleveland Public Square from Chapel Hill Mall in Akron and Montrose. This Monday- 
through-Friday service does not offer much flexibility for reverse commuting, commuting during off 
peak periods or other variations on the standard peak period commuter patterns. 


The ridership on these two routes has been steadily increasing, and changes to the existing 
services have been recommended. The X60 route averages 50 to 80 passengers per day, and the 
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X61 route averages 85 to 130 passengers per day. The X60 route includes a mid-day trip. The 
X60 has ten daily trips between Akron and downtown Cleveland, while the X61 has eight daily trips. 
Because these routes constitute a “premium” service due to their speed, express operating 
characteristics, and the higher grade of the vehicles - and because the service extends beyond 
METRO’s jurisdictional boundaries at the Summit County line - METRO charges passengers a 
premium fare of $3 per trip, compared with the fare of $1 charged for other services that operate 
entirely within Summit County. 


The X-77 METRO route offers express service to the Akron/Canton Airport from Cascade Plaza. At 
the airport, the X-77 connects with SARTA route 115,which offers service to Belden Village with 
continued service to downtown Canton. GCRTA (Route 77F) and Metro (Route 101) provide 
connecting inter-regional service for Cleveland-Akron trips, with coordinated connections at 
Brecksville VA Hospital, and between GCRTA 90X/97X and Metro Route 103 with coordinated 
connections in Bedford. 


Between Akron and Canton, METRO and SARTA offer connecting service via Akron-Canton 
Airport. The service schedules on these routes are not timed to facilitate coordinated transfers, but 
the two agencies do honor each other’s transfers, permitting payment of a single fare in each 
direction. Alignments of the bus routes and location of park-and-ride lots serving the corridor are 
depicted on the following page in Figure 3.1-12. Total trip times and required changes are relatively 
long compared with the automobile. 


3.1.11 Rail Facilities 


The study area includes two mainline railroad routes (not including those that have only minimal 
presence in the corridor), with numerous secondary routes. The primary rail freight lines in the 
corridor include: 


e Norfolk Southern’s (NS) former Conrail Pittsburgh Line between the Cleveland 
Lakefront, Hudson, and Ravenna. This line handles about 42 daily freight trains and four 
daily Amtrak trains. 


e CSX Transportation’s Chicago-Baltimore main line between Barberton, Akron, Kent and 
Ravenna. This line handles about 32 daily freight trains and two daily Amtrak trains. 


Other active lines in the corridor include: 


e Wheeling & Lake Erie’s (W&LE) line between Cleveland, Twinsburg, Kent, Akron, and 
Copley. This line handles about two daily through trains, with additional local switching 
movements, especially between Cleveland and Glenwillow. 


e NS’s Randall Secondary line between East 37" Street in Cleveland, Warrensville 
Heights, Solon, and Aurora. West of Solon, this line handles daily switching movements. 


e National Park Service’s Valley Railway (former CT&V) between Independence, 
Peninsula, and Akron. Excursion trains are operated by the non-profit Cuyahoga Valley 
Scenic Railroad, generally on a daily basis depending on season. 
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e CSX’s Sandyville Line (former CT&V) between Akron and Krumroy (south of Akron). 
This segment handles daily switching movements. Two through mainline trains also 
pickup and set off cars on this line in the Valley Yard area. 


e CSX’s Sandyville Line (former CT&V) between North Canton and Canton. The W&LE, 
which leases this portion of the line, operates tri-weekly switching service on this line. 


e NS’s Crestline-Pittsburgh main line through downtown Canton. This line handles at least 
four daily trains. 


Inactive lines in the corridor include: 


e The portion of the Sandyville Line between Krumroy and North Canton. This property is 
currently being purchased by METRO. 


¢ Summit County Port Authority’s Akron Secondary between Hudson and Cuyahoga Falls. 


¢ Summit County Port Authority’s Erie Line between Kent and Akron. Industrial switching 
movements do occur on the east end of this line. 


e W2&LE’s portion of the Akron Secondary line between Cuyahoga Falls and Akron 
Arlington Street. The northern portion of this line has been removed, and the southern 
portion is inactive. 


Intercity passenger service on corridor rail lines is limited to Amtrak service to Cleveland, Akron and 
Alliance on the routes noted above. Although Amtrak stations in the corridor include Cleveland and 
Akron, Amtrak service does not connect these two locations. 


Passenger service is provided between suburban Cleveland (Independence) and Akron by the 
Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad, which operates over trackage owned by the National Park 
Service. This service is recreational in nature, with a focus on educational trips for school children, 
holiday theme trains, and destination-based trips to locations such as Inventure Place and Hale 
Farm and Village, as well as the park itself. Service is relatively low-speed and not scheduled or 
marketed to serve non-recreational trips. 


Figure 3.1-13 indicates the level of existing freight traffic on these rail lines, which ranges from an 
average of 46 trains per day, down to less than one train daily. 


There is no intra-corridor passenger rail service. 
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3.1.12 Other Transportation Resources 


In addition to public transit, study area residents can utilize Greyhound bus services for 
transportation within the corridor, as well as to other locations throughout Ohio. There are also 
numerous other private transportation resources within each county, including taxis and agency- 
based transport vans. Greyhound offers inter-regional service with nine non-stop trips in each 
direction between downtown Cleveland and downtown Akron. Five of those trips in each direction 
provide non-stop service between Akron and Canton (and one-stop service between Cleveland and 
Canton). Greyhound also offers one round-trip daily between Cleveland and Kent. 


NOACA reports the following additional public transportation facilities and services: rideshare, 
which includes carpooling and vanpooling; guaranteed ride home program (GRH); work access 
program; customized employer campaigns; park-and-ride and park-and-pool service areas; and 
transportation management associations, which allow groups of employers to set up and display 
plans for congestion-reducing alternatives. GCRTA operates 12 parking lots along the blue and 
green light-rail lines, in the corridor, with more than 1,500 park-and-ride spaces. GCRTA also has a 
bus park-and-ride lot at SR 82 and Brecksville Road, a short distance from I-77. However, these 
facilities primarily serve intra-regional trips. 


Stark County offers ridesharing, which includes carpooling and vanpooling as well as transit use. 
Free rideshare matching services are also available. Stark County’s rideshare program was 
expanded in 1989 to include Carroll and Tuscarawas Counties. There are three park-and-ride lots 
in the SCATS rideshare area. 


The AMATS area has rideshare for Portage, Summit and Wayne County residents; and METRO 
and PARTA sponsor the commuter adVANtage program. There are currently eight carpool/vanpool 
lots and several park-and-ride lots served by METRO bus service. At this time, about 1,850 people 
are registered as active participants in the AMATS rideshare program. 


Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation 


In the region as a whole, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are primarily used for recreation, and 
several significant bicycle paths are incorporated in the area’s park systems. Due to the length of 
the study corridor, it is unlikely that bicycle and pedestrian facilities could serve as a viable 
alternative for most inter-regional trips in the CAC travel corridor. However, they may be an 
important link to existing and proposed transit facilities and serve as destinations in their own right. 
The attractiveness of the bicycle and pedestrian facilities to complement transit serves a valuable 
role for inter-regional travel options. 


The major initiative in the area of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the corridor is the US National 
Park Service’s Ohio and Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor Towpath trail. This 87-mile corridor, 
developed in conjunction with Cleveland and Summit Metroparks, will soon connect Cleveland to 
Downtown Akron. It will continue southward, bypassing Canton (instead serving Massillon) and 
extending south to Zoar. Improvements to this trail are included in the AMATS and SCATS 
financially constrained long range transportation plans. While this facility is the most extensive non- 
motorized transportation initiative in the corridor, the facilities are too remote from major residential 
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or employment centers to have significant applicability to distributing inter-regional highway or 
transit trips. 


The City of Akron is developing a covered walkway system in the central business district called the 
Akron Downtown Pedway System. This weather-protected system now connects a number of 
buildings in the CBD. Extensions to this system are planned.’ This system would provide 
downtown distribution and connectivity to any inter-regional rail or bus mass transit services serving 
downtown Akron, and thus could have a significant role in addressing the corridor’s transportation 
needs. A number of facilities comprising parts of this pedway system are included as future 
projects in the AMATS financially constrained long-range transportation plan. 


3.2 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT NEEDS 
3.2.1 Traffic Congestion 


Traffic congestion has many impacts on quality of life in the CAC corridor. Generally, congestion 
may impact municipalities in several ways, such as: 


e Delays, which lead to time wasted for both residents and businesses dependent on 
transportation, as well as possible interference with emergency response activities. 


e Decreased air quality, as idling cars and stop-and-go traffic are believed to produce 
more emissions than vehicles making the same trip at a higher, steadier speed. 


e An increase in the number and rate of accidents (See section 3.3 for discussion of 
accidents). 


e An increase in the cost of vehicle operation, including fuel consumption and wear-and- 
tear on vehicles. 


Traffic congestion and growth can be measured in a number of ways. The two described below are 
traffic volumes, or average daily traffic (ADT), and the level of service (LOS). ADTs are basically 
traffic counts, the number of vehicles traveling over a particular roadway segment in an average 
weekday. This measure is useful in determining growth in vehicular travel over time. 


The level of service measure is more useful for determining a driver’s relative congestion 
experience on the road, because it focuses on the peak travel hours, and compares the number of 
vehicles traveling on a road to the capacity of that road. Obviously a six-lane road can handle more 
traffic than a two-lane road, and most drivers are more concerned about traffic congestion and 
delay at peak driving hours than they do about 24-hour vehicle counts. 


High traffic volumes, high levels of traffic congestion and deficiencies in roadway physical 
characteristics all contribute to highway accidents. Accidents also, in turn, are temporary causes of 
traffic congestion. Reducing accidents can improve inter-regional mobility, as well as being a 
worthy goal in its own right. 


Measures of ADT, LOS, and accident rates are presented in Figures 3.2-1 — 3.2-4, with maps 
showing the most heavily used road segments, as well as the most congested. 





Long Range transportation Needs and 2020 Regional Transportation Plan, March p.VI-4 
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The analysis of highway traffic volumes, congestion and accident activities found in this and the 
following sections will indicate that there is a relationship between volumes, congestion and safety 
problems. The numerous locations on the highway network (see Figures 3.2-1 through 3.2-6) 
where high volumes coincide with poor levels of service and high accident rates represent the most 
compelling problems that this MIS is meant to address. 


3.2.2 Traffic Volumes (ADTs) 


The existing® and forecasted 2020 traffic volumes in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland study area are 
shown in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2. As the data indicate, ADT is expected to rise over the next 
twenty years on many of the major road segments in the corridor. If major roadway capacity and 
safety improvements, or alternative transportation modes, are not developed over that time, this 
projected increase in traffic would result in reduced LOS and increased accident rates in the study 
area. 


3.2.3 Level of Service (LOS) 


The major transportation problem in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland corridor is the increasing level of 
traffic congestion on the highway systems. This congestion slows automobile and commercial 
traffic. Roadway congestion is often described using a Level of Service (LOS) designation, which is 
a measure of the quality of operations. 


LOS is a quantitative measure based on a ratio of the traffic volume to the road’s capacity (V/C 
ratio). LOS levels range from A, which is a free-flow roadway condition, down to F, which 
represents conditions that result from volumes that exceed the road’s capacity, including low 
speeds and frequent stops. The LOS ratings are described in greater detail on page 3-41. 


LOS C is often considered acceptable on a daily basis and LOS D is often considered acceptable 
on a peak hour basis in urban areas. LOS E represents the volume of traffic approaching the 
maximum number of vehicles a road segment can handle with an increase in delays and decreased 
speeds. Levels of service designations are based on the lowest LOS that occurs on a weekday for 
at least one hour. 


Level of service data was provided from the Metropolitan Planning Organizations involved in the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor with assistance from the Ohio Department 
of Transportation. The most recent or existing LOS data available for the freeways in the corridor 
are 1992 LOS for NOACA (with the exception of the Jennings Freeway LOS that was compiled in 
1999), 1996 and 1997 LOS for AMATS, and 1996 LOS for SCATS. 


® The Ohio Department of Transportation Central Office provided the most recent ADT data for Cuyahoga, 
Portage, Stark, and Summit counties. These data do not use the same base year for all the counties. The 
data for Cuyahoga County were collected in 1991-1992; Summit County in 1995; Stark County in 1995; and 
Portage County in 1998. 
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Description of Levels of Service A through F 


“Level of Service” of LOS, describes a measure of the quality of operations on a 
roadway. The following describes LOS for freeway segments: 


Level of service A is the highest quality of service a particular class of highway 
can provide. It is a condition of free flow in which there is little or no restriction on 
speed or maneuverability caused by the presence of other vehicles. Ona 
freeway, lane density is approximately ten vehicles per mile, and the traffic 
volume-to-capacity ratio is typically about 1:3. 


Level of service B is a zone of stable flow. However, operating speed is 
beginning to be restricted by other traffic. Under freeway conditions, lane density 
is under 20 vehicles per mile, restriction on maneuverability is still negligible, and 
there is little probability of major reduction in speed or flow rate. This level of 
service approximates typical design volumes for high-type rural highways, 
including freeways. 


Level of service C is still a zone of stable flow but at this volume and density 
level most drivers are becoming restricted in their freedom to select speed, 
change lanes, or pass. Operating speeds are still in the range of two-thirds to 
three-fourths of maximum; lane density reaches from 30 to 35 vehicles per mile 
on freeways. 


Level of service D approaches unstable flow. Tolerable average operating 
speeds are maintained but are subject to considerable and sudden variation. 
Freedom to maneuver and driving comfort are low because lane density may 
reach as high as 45 to 50 vehicles per mile, and the probability of accidents has 
increased. 


The upper limit of level of service E is the capacity of the facility. Operation at 
this level of service is unstable, and speeds for uninterrupted-flow highway types 
are about 30 miles per hour but will fluctuate widely from point to point. There is 
little independence of speed selection and maneuverability. Lane density 
normally reaches about 70 to 75 vehicles per mile. Since the distances between 
vehicles are short and operating speeds subject to rapid fluctuation, driving 
comfort is low and accident potential is high 


Level of service F describes forced-flow operations. Speed and rate of flow are 
below the levels attained in LOS E and may, for short time periods, drop to zero. 
Density continues to increase, eventually reaching “jam density” of about 150 
vehicles per mile in stoppages. 











Source: Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, 
Third Edition, Updated 1994, page 11-4. 
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Figure 3.2-3 shows the existing LOS for the roadway segments within the study area. 

Nearly all sections of I-77 from the I-90 interchange in the northern portion of Cuyahoga County 
south to the I-480 interchange area operate at LOS F during some part of each day. The level of 
service improves from LOS F at the I-480 interchange to LOS C at the SR 82 interchange. This 
level continues into Summit County. I-77 exhibits decreasing levels of service north of the I-271 
interchange in the northern portion of Summit County continuing south to the I-76/I-77 interchange 
with level of service varying from LOS D to LOS F. The I-76/I-77 segment from the I-77 interchange 
to the Central Interchange varies from LOS D to LOS F. I-77 from the Central Interchange to the 
Summit/Stark County line exhibits levels of service varying from LOS D to LOS F. I-77 in Stark 
County in the southern corridor region exhibits level of service varying from LOS D to LOS F. 


|-480 between the interchanges with I-77 and I-271 exhibits levels of service D or E. |-271 exhibits 
levels of service E and F from the north leg of the I-480 interchange through the south leg of the 
|-480 interchange. |-271 exhibits level of service D between the south leg of the I-480 interchange 
and the SR 82 interchange. |-271 exhibits level of service C from the SR 82 interchange to the I-77 
interchange in the western portion of the study corridor. 


Both the I-76 freeway from the I-77 interchange continuing through to the |-277 interchange and the 
|-277 freeway from the I-76 interchange through to the I-77 interchange exhibits LOS C or better. 
SR-8 in Summit County from the Akron Central Interchange continuing through to the Graham 
Road interchange exhibits levels of service from LOS D to LOS E. From Graham Road to SR 303, 
SR 8 has LOS C and better. The level of service decreases from LOS C at SR-303 to varying 
levels of service from LOS D to LOS F continuing through to the Summit/Cuyahoga County line. 


The 2020 Level of service is based on the existing and committed freeway network. Level of 
service (LOS) data was provided from the Metropolitan Planning Organizations involved in this MIS 
(SCATS, AMATS, NOACA) with the assistance of The Ohio Department of Transportation. 
Forecast 2020 traffic volumes were used in the 2020 level of service analysis. Figure 3.2-4 shows 
the 2020 LOS for the freeway segments within the study area. The 2020 level of service portrays 
an increasingly congested freeway system in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor. 


A comparison of the map of existing LOS levels with 2020 LOS (Figure 3.2-4) clearly shows the 
extent of the forecasted increase in congestion levels. Many highway segments, which are 
currently operating at acceptable levels of congestion, will become congested by 2020 (those 
segments in green), while road segments that are currently congested are projected to worsen 
further over then next two decades. 
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3.2.4 Highway Operational and Design Deficiencies 


In addition to increasing traffic volumes and reduced levels of service, driving conditions within the 
corridor are affected by operational deficiencies, such as inadequate medians, ramp terminal 
designs, and interchange geometry. These design problems reduce travel speeds, and this 
decreases the capacity of a highway. Design deficiencies also contribute to higher accident rates, 
particularly where traffic volumes are high. When these facilities were designed, they were 
adequate to meet the traffic demand, but increased traffic on these corridor facilities has exceeded 
the facility's capabilities. 


Ratings of these design criteria are displayed on a map of the study area in Figure 3.2-5. The 
ratings are based on available mapping at the time this figure was developed. In general, the 
majority of the roadways in the corridor exhibited fair to poor conditions for the design 
characteristics listed below. 


The median conditions were rated as follows: 
e Good: Meets current design criteria according to ODOT’s location and design manual 
specifications. 


e Fair: Median includes a concrete median barrier with paved shoulders greater than or 
equal to ten feet. 


e Poor: Median includes a concrete median barrier or guardrail, with paved shoulders of 
less than ten feet. 


The ramp terminal designs were rated as follows: 


e Good: Ramp terminal design meets or exceeds current ODOT design criteria. 
e Fair: Acceptable weave (room for lane-changes) and curvature when exiting and 
entering interchanges. 


e Poor: Poor weave and excessive curvature when exiting or entering interchanges. 


The interchanges’ geometry were rated as follows: 


e Good: Meets or exceeds current ODOT and AASHTO design criteria. The interchange 
configuration is appropriate for the traffic volumes on each ramp movement. For 
example, cloverleaf interchanges may be appropriate if weaving volumes are low and 
design speed of the loop ramps is adequate for the deceleration length. 

e Fair: Acceptable according to current design criteria, but may not be an appropriate 
configuration for the ramp traffic volumes. 

e Poor: A poor interchange configuration would include one or more of the following 


deficiencies: missing ramp movements, poor ramp geometry such as “buttonhook” 
ramps to parallel roadways, left lane exits, or other unusual interchange geometry. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 








MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 





























MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 





MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 




















MEDIAN 








RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


NOTE:THE HIGHLIGHTED MAJOR HIGHWAY FACILITIES IN THE STUDY AREA ARE 
ALL LIMITED-ACCESS FREEWAYS, EXCEPT FOR SR 8 BETWEEN SR 303 
AND 1-271, WHICH IS A PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL. 


I\PROJFCTS\99221008\HWY_dese.OWG PLOT 1-1 

















MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


MEDIAN 
RAMP TERMINAL 
INTERCHANGE 


LEGEND 


@ Good 
© FAIR 
@ POOR 


> STUDY AREA 


SOURCE 
PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF 








EP PARSONS 
ae: 





DATE 











FEB 2000 


BRINCKERHOFF 


r Avenue, Ste. 1010 
pony 





Dodson 
Stilson 














Canton-Akron-Cleveland ITC MIS 


Figure 3.2-5 
Highway Operational and 
Design Deficiencies 











CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 3-47 





3.2.5 Highway Safety 


Accidents are a problem in their own right, resulting in property damage, increased insurance rates, 
injuries, and fatalities. Accidents also contribute to traffic congestion by causing non-recurring 
congestion; so reducing accidents is an important part of improving inter-regional mobility, which is 
the primary goal of this study. However, it is congestion that causes accidents to occur in the first 
place. An examination of Figures 3.2-6 through 3.2-11 shows that there is a high correlation 
between accidents, high levels of traffic volume and high levels of congestion on highways serving 
the corridor. This indicates that reducing congestion on the corridor’s inter-regional facilities is likely 
to contribute to reducing accidents on those facilities. 


There is a strong correlation between design deficiencies, traffic congestion, and accidents, 
suggesting that the deficiencies and congestion contribute to high accident rates. The ratio of the 
volume of traffic to the capacity of the roadway has a direct effect on the accident rate for a given 
segment of roadway. 


Most freeway improvements, which improve service levels (reduce congestion), will also therefore 
improve the safety characteristics of the system. NOACA, AMATS and SCATS have provided 
accident data for freeway segments in the CAC corridor.? An accident rate (accidents per million 
vehicle miles traveled) was calculated for each route segment. 


Figures 3.2-6 through 3.2-8 show the maps depicting the existing average daily traffic, level of 
service and existing accidents per million vehicle miles traveled by corridor highway segment. 
Figure 3.2-9 through 3.2-11 shows the 2020 forecast ADT and LOS maps with (existing) accidents 
per million VMT. In comparing the existing level of service, accidents, and daily traffic on the major 
segments of the corridor, there is a noticeable correlation between these three factors making travel 
on these segments problematic. 


On I-77 north of I-480, approaching downtown Cleveland, the number of accidents is greater than 
2.0 (per million VMT), level of service (LOS) is rated “E” for about a fourth of the segment, the 
remaining segment has a rating of “F.” The average daily traffic (ADT) is over 100,00 for the more 
than half of the segment and the remaining portions have an ADT of 80,000-100,000. 


Figure 3.2-12 displays the accidents per million vehicle miles traveled for the freeways in the study 
area.'° Freeway segments with an accident rate of greater than 2.0 are considered areas of 
incident-related freeway congestion. 


* A segment was defined as that portion of the mainline freeway between the cross streets of two adjacent 
interchanges. Only accidents occurring on the mainline, within the limits of the defined segment, were used 
for this analysis. 

"© The accident data shown in the map are the most recent available from NOACA, AMATS and SCATS, but 
the data are not from the same year. NOACA data are from 1997, AMATS are an average of 1994, 1995, 
and 1996 accident data, and SCATS are from 1997. 
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On I-77 south of Akron, between I-277 and the I-76/I-77 segment, there is again a correlation 
between LOS, ADT and accidents per million VMT especially approaching the interchanges of I-277 
and the I-77/l-76 segment. ADT on this segment is over 100,000, throughout the entire segment. 
LOS is “F” on I-77 at the |-277 interchange and “E” on the remainder of the segment. There are 
more than 2.0 accidents per million VMT on I-77 at the interchange of I-277. In the middle portion 
of this segment the number of accidents decrease, but as you approach the interchange of the I- 
77/\-76 segment the rate increases to more that 2.0 accidents per million VMT. 


On I-77 north of Canton, there is a correlation between accidents and LOS, but the ADT is not a 
significant factor on this portion of I-77 between US 30 and US 62. LOS begins at “D” near 
downtown Canton, but as you continue north on I-77 is becomes LOS “E” and then “F” as it 
approaches the US 62 interchange. In terms of accidents, the entire segment of I-77 between 
downtown Canton and US 62 has more than 2.0 accidents per million VMT. 


3.2.6 Planned Improvement Projects 
Planned Highway Improvements 


In order to implement transportation projects in a systematic manner, the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) process was developed. All regionally significant projects in a 
metropolitan planning area (those that may utilize Federal funding, as well as those that will not) are 
required to be listed in that MPO’s TIP. These projects must also be evaluated for air quality 
conformity, especially because of the region’s current maintenance status. It is part of the funding 
and planning decision-making process that also includes the development of Long Range 
Transportation Plans (LRTPs). 


TIPs are updated bi-annually, and cover a four-year period. No Federally funded transportation 
project can be implemented unless it appears in the TIP and the State TIP (STIP). 


The development of the TIP is the responsibility of the particular Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) where the projects are to be located. The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
develops and implements many policies that directly influence the MPO’s decisions on TIPs and 
LRTPs. Table 3.2-1 lists the committed projects that will be built in the near future in the three MPO 
areas. Figure 3.2-13 graphically depicts the locations of these projects in the study corridor. TIP 
projects that will not increase road capacity, such as road reconstruction or bridge replacement, 
were not included in the table or the map. 


Another primary responsibility of an MPO is to develop long-range transportation plans (LRTPs) to 
serve the existing and future needs of the residents and businesses of the community. This MIS 
will provide detailed analyses of alternatives that should be considered as feasible components of 
the MPO’s LRTPs. The LRTP places particular emphasis on the connection between transportation 
and land use. Federal law requires the LRTP to maintain a twenty-year planning horizon, during 
which traffic and land-use changes are monitored and periodic revisions to the plan are made to 
reflect changing conditions. Table 3.2-2 lists the future highway capacity improvement projects that 
are not included in the committed projects listed above. These are graphically shown in Figure 3.2- 
14. 
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Planned Transit Improvements 


Each of the regional transit authorities (RTAs) plans to make service improvements. GCRTA 
proposes a network of multi-modal transportation options that would include over 30 Transit 
Centers, as well as Community Circulator, Park-and-Ride Lot, High Occupancy Vehicle Lane, Rapid 
Transit and Commuter Rail projects. The GCRTA Long Range Plan includes three additional transit 
centers; route extensions to Highland Hills, Berea, and downtown; and major improvements to 
transit facilities in the Euclid Corridor. These could have impacts on the Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Inter-Regional Travel Corridor. GCRTA’s Long Range Plan also includes commuter rail connecting 
Canton, Akron and Cleveland, and another commuter rail line with segments in the CAC corridor 
connecting downtown Cleveland to Aurora. These GCRTA plans are not fiscally constrained and 
are not included in NOACA’s Long Range Plan. 


Table 3.2-1 


COMMITTED PROJECTS 












































MPO Route Section Committed Projects Fiscal Year 
AMATS |-77 I-77 / |-80 New interchange 2000 construction 
At I-80 
AMATS |-77 From SR 241 to Widen from 4 to 6 lanes | Construction 
AMATS |-77 From US 62 to Widen from 4 to 6 lanes 2001, 2003 
SCATS Akron-Canton 
Airport 
AMATS SR8 From Central Reconstruct and Acquire ROW in 
Interchange to reconfigure entrance and 2001 
Perkins St. exit ramps Consinietionan 
2002 
SCATS |-77 From US 30 to US | Widen from 4 to 6 lanes Three projects 
62 2000, 2003, 2005 
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Table 3.2-2 
LIKELY FUTURE PROJECTS 
EXCLUDING COMMITTED PROJECTS 
MPO Route Section Future Projects 
AMATS |-77 From Yellow Creek Bridge to | Add northbound truck lane 
Rest Area 
AMATS |-77 SR 18 interchange Reconfigure entrance and exit 
ramps 
AMATS |-77 White Pond Dr. / Mull Ave. | Reconfigure entrance and exit 
interchange ramps 
AMATS |-77 From SR 162 to SR 21* Widen from 4 to 6 lanes 
AMATS |-77 From Akron-Canton Airport | Widen from 4 to 6 lanes 
to SR 241 (MIS has been completed) 
AMATS |-271 From SR 8 to I-480* Widen from 4 to 6 lanes 
AMATS SR 8 From SR 308 to I-271 Reconstruct and reconfigure at- 
grade intersections, convert to 
freeway 
AMATS SR 8 SR 8 / Seasons Rd. New interchange at Seasons Rd. 
AMATS SR 8 Howe Ave. interchange Reconfigure entrance and exit 
ramps 
NOACA |-77 From US 422 to E. 9" St. Add south bound auxiliary lane 
SCATS |-77 I-77 / Shuffel Dr. New interchange at Shuffel Dr. 
* Recommendations are considered “placeholders” pending completion of the MISs. 
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Expansions proposed by METRO (Akron) and PARTA (Portage County) are included in AMATS’ 
Long Range Plan. For METRO, it recommends the construction of several new park-and-ride lots, 
a downtown multi-modal center to serve existing bus and future commuter rail services, Amtrak and 
the Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad, and 14 transfer facilities throughout Summit County. 
Funding for the multi-modal center and the 14 transfer facilities is included in AMATS’ financially- 
constrained long range transportation plan, METRO’s purchase and planned rehab of a portion of 
the Sandyville Line between Akron Howard Street and Canton is also in the plan. This will permit 
extension of CVNRA excursion rail service between the two cities. For PARTA, the AMATS Long 
Range Plan includes a new route that would serve Portage County residents along SR 43 from 
Summit Road to Aurora Lake Road, running north and south through Streetsboro and Aurora from 
Kent to Sea World. 


AMATS includes the three commuter rail lines serving the CAC Corridor that were deemed feasible 
in the first phase of the NEORail study as placeholders only in their Long Range Plan. These are: 


e Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Hudson (NEORail alignment South Corridor 4D); 
e Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Kent (South Corridor 4E); and 
e Cleveland-Solon-Aurora (East Corridor 6). 


SARTA’s plan recommends fleet and service expansion, as well as park-and-ride facilities that 
would allow for integration of transit use and long distance commuter travel. Specifically, the 
SCATS Long Range Plan includes the construction of new transfer facilities in Alliance, Massillon, 
and Canton; bus replacements; and funding for a maintenance facility. SCATS also references rail 
passenger service in Stark County in its Long Range Plan, and the agency is working with NOACA 
and AMATS to evaluate the feasibility of commuter rail service between Canton, Akron and 
Cleveland as a participant in both the CAC MIS and the NEORail Commuter Rail Feasibility Study. 


The three larger of the four public transit systems serving the area include commuter rail elements 
in their long range plans. This indicates that each of the three agencies has an interest in the 
development of commuter rail service in its service areas, and intends to pursue such development 
in the future. However, inclusion in these plans does not represent a firm financial commitment 
either on the part of the agencies or on the part of their respective MPOs. In fact, all three MPOs 
include references to commuter passenger rail service, using existing rail lines, in their Long Range 
Transportation Plans. However, none of the three local MPOs includes commuter rail construction 
in their financially constrained plans. 


The MPOs are also continuing their participation in the on-going NEORail feasibility study as well as 
the CAC MIS. Final decisions on the alignment, funding, and implementation of any new commuter 
rail projects in the corridor will depend on the results of the CAC MIS. The two commuter rail lines 
that have been deemed as a potential for commuter service, and fully serve CAC inter-regional trip 
patterns are shown in Figure 3.2-15. 
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3.2.7 Previous Studies and Reports 


No other study has previously been completed for the entire study area. However, there have been 
MIS efforts undertaken based on segments of roadways within the corridor, studies of the individual 
regions, as well as other planning reports which have recommended plans or programs that could 
impact the CAC study area. 


A brief summary of these reports is given in a table at the end of this section. The studies most 
relevant to the CAC MIS — those that cover a large part of the corridor, or which were part of the 
eventual decision to initiate the CAC MIS — are outlined below. The short-range Transportation 
Improvement Plans (TIPs) and Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) were described above in 
the previous sections. 


3.2.7.1 Congestion Management System (CMS) Plans 


A Congestion Management System (CMS) plan is defined as a systematic process for managing 
traffic congestion. The CMS also includes considering the implementation of strategies that provide 
the most efficient and effective use of existing and future transportation facilities. 


According to Federal requirements (23 CFR 450.120(b)), all Transportation Management Areas 
(TMAs) or areas with more than 200,000 people, must complete a CMS in cooperation with their 
State Department of Transportation. All four counties in the study corridor are designated as 
“maintenance” areas for the pollutant ozone (See Appendix section A.3). Thus, conformity in terms 
of air quality standards is very important. CMS plans identify areas where congested traffic 
conditions are found, and recommends strategies to improve these areas. Strategies 
recommended by the MIS should be helpful in addressing the problems identified in these plans. 


NOACA CMS 
NOACA’s existing system analyses have shown the following freeway segments in the CAC 
corridor as deficient in handling existing traffic: 

e 1-271 from the Summit County line to |-480/US 422 junction 

e 1-480 from I-271 to SR 176 junction 

e |-77 from SR 82 to Cleveland CBD 

e 1-90 from I-71 junction to SR 2 junction 


NOACA’s CMS Manual of Practice provides the policies and performance standards that are 
essential in the implementation of a regional CMS. The manual of practice includes: 

e definition and elements of the congestion management system; 

e the scope, goals and objectives of NOACA’s CMS; 


e the definition of the area-wide transportation network and an outline of the modeling 
methodology used in the travel demand forecasting model; 
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measures of performance of the transportation system; 

data collection and monitoring mechanism; 

enhancement strategies and congestion management mechanisms; and 
the development process and products of the CMS. 


AMATS CMS 


The AMATS CMS recommendations, combined with AMATS’ highway system preservation 
recommendations, represent the highway needs of the AMATS area. The following three of the 
nine recommendations for inter-regional corridors are in the CAC corridor area: 


Akron-Western Summit County to Cleveland Area: Eleven projects were 
recommended along I-77. The majority of improvements include Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS)-based congestion management measures. A major 
widening of I-77 is recommended from Copley Road to SR 21. The addition of a 
northbound truck lane between the area north of the Yellow Creek Bridge and the rest 
area south of Everett Road has also been recommended. Major interchange 
improvements to I-77 consist of ramp reconfigurations at White Pond Drive/Mull Avenue; 
at SR 18; and the reconfiguration of the Ohio Turnpike (I-80) interchange with SR 21 to 
connect to I-77. 


Akron-Central Summit County to Cleveland Area: Six projects have been 
recommended for this corridor. The majority of these improvements include ITS-based 
congestion management strategies coupled with traditional capacity-based congestion 
management measures. One major widening project is recommended along I-271, from 
SR 8 to |-480. Other projects include access reconfiguration and reconstruction of SR 8 
in Akron, between the central interchange (I-76/77 and SR 8) and Perkins Street, and 
between SR 303 and I-271 in northern Summit County. Other projects include the 
reconfiguration of the SR 8/Howe Road interchange in Cuyahoga Falls; and the 
extension of Kelly Avenue as a four-lane arterial from Goodyear Boulevard to Tallmadge 
Avenue in Akron. 


Canton Area to Akron Area: Four projects have been recommended in this corridor 
that focuses on I-77 south of Akron. All of these improvements include ITS-based 
congestion management strategies. One major widening has been recommended along 
I-77 between the Stark County line and SR 241 in Green. 


SCATS CMS 


The SCATS CMS report (draft) reviewed the recommendations made in its 2020 Transportation 
Plan in terms of how the recommendations will affect future congestion. The CMS documents the 
performance of each link of the SCATS 2020 network and compares this performance to the 
baseline performance of the system. 





PARSONS 


April 2002 


BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 3-63 





The following are said to be locations exhibiting the highest levels of increased congestion: 


e |-77 North of US 30 

e Cleveland Avenue between US 62 and Applegrove 
e SR 619 West of Hartville 

e Portage Street between I-77 and SR 241 

e Everhard Road North of Hills and Dales 


The following areas are expected to be sites of future congestion: 


e |-77 between SR 8 and Belden Village Street 
e US 62 East of I-77 
e New US 30 between Belden Avenue and Trump Avenue 


3.2.7.2 1-77 Major Investment Study 


The I-77 Corridor MIS looked at ways of addressing traffic congestion in the Akron-Canton travel 
corridor. One of the outcomes of the I-77 MIS was a consensus that rail should continue to be 
examined for the Akron-Canton corridor. However, it was also recommended that the corridor 
would most likely not be feasible for commuter rail service without a connection to Cleveland, thus 
necessitating a larger study corridor for this alternative. The MIS recommended a number of 
improvements, including: 


e the addition of one additional general purpose lane in each direction on I-77 between US 
30 in Canton and Arlington Road in Akron; 


e that state and local officials continue to pursue commuter rail service using the existing 
CSX tracks between Canton and Akron; 


e expanded rideshare program; 

e implementation of ITS (intelligent transportation systems), including an incident 
management system; 

e encouraging access management planning and Improvements for the corridor; and 


e transportation demand management to promote alternative work hours and growth 
management. 


3.2.7.3 NEORail Study 


The Northeast Ohio Commuter Rail Feasibility Study (NEORail) assessed the feasibility and 
appropriateness of introducing commuter rail service in the counties of Ashtabula, Cuyahoga, 
Geauga, Lake, Lorain, Medina, Portage, Stark and Summit, encompassing the metropolitan areas 
of Cleveland, Akron and Canton. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 3-64 





The study was co-sponsored by three metropolitan planning organizations, the Northeast Ohio 
Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA), the Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study 
(AMATS) and the Stark County Area Transportation Study (SCATS). The study’s primary 
objectives were to: 


Develop a database of information on existing commuter rail services in North America 
that can be used to inform the public about the commuter rail mode and how it works 
elsewhere and to develop feasibility standards that can be used to compare and 
evaluate potential Northeast Ohio commuter rail corridors. 


Estimate the potential of commuter rail to divert trips, particularly long-distance trips, 
from the automobile mode to rail. Seven potential-feasible routes were estimated to 
capture 1,900 to 3,800 daily trips at the base level of service. 


Estimate the pollution-reduction potential and energy consumption effects of commuter 
rail. 


Determine the cost-effectiveness of investing in commuter rail as opposed to other 
transportation solutions. Base scenario: $66 million; rolling stock costs $35 to $46 
million, annual operating cost $5 to $10 million. Phased implementation could lower 
initial costs for start-up services. 


Assess commuter rail’s potential for providing access to employment, providing 
economic development opportunities and promoting more compact and efficient land 
use. Base scenario would provide a total of 8 daily round trips; four peak period, peak 
direction trains would provide service to Cleveland CBD at approximately 30 minute 
headways over 3 hour peak period. Two trains would operate outbound during the 
morning peak period to satisfy the reverse-peak market. 


Commuter rail service was found to be potentially feasible on seven corridors, including two 
corridors that are located in the CAC corridor (Canton-Akron-Hudson-Cleveland, and Canton- 
Akron-Kent-Cleveland). A portion of the Aurora-Cleveland route also lies in the CAC corridor. 


3.2.8 Other Studies 


Table 3.2-3 lists other reports that discuss transportation issues in parts of the corridor, and 
summarizes the key issues identified in each document. 





PARSONS 


April 2002 


BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


MAJOR 


INVESTMENT STUDY 


Page 3-65 





Table 3.2-3: Reports and Background Information 





Report 


Date 


Primary 
Agency 


Description 








Workforce Development... Responding to a Changing World 
— On the Move, a Regional Workforce 


December 1997 


Akron Regional 
Development 
Board 


Includes maps and routes traveled by 
residents while commuting to their places 
of employment within surrounding 
counties — Wayne, Summit, Cuyahoga, 
Medina, and Stark. Based on 1990 
Census data. 



































Congestion Management System: Performance and December 1998 | AMATS ISTEA-mandated study analyzing areas 

Strategy Evaluation Report of traffic congestion and recommending 
strategies for managing congestion while 
meeting local transportation needs. 

Long-Range Transportation Needs and Year 2020 Regional | March 31,1999 | AMATS Explores existing and future 

Transportation Plan transportation problems and recommends 
areas for analysis. 

Transportation Improvement Program FY 1998-2001 June 25, 1997 AMATS Comprehensive listing of transportation 
improvements scheduled for 
implementation with Federal or State 
funds within the fiscal years 1998-2001. 

AMATS ITS Strategic Deployment Plan: Workshop Intensive | December 14- AMATS Includes slides and survey data from 

(Slides), December 14-15 1998, Stow Safety Center 15, 1998 Stakeholders for workshop designed 
to explore typical problems through 
ITS and successful ITS deployments. 

Identifying Congestion Management System Alternatives: March 30, 1998 | AMATS Identifies strategies to reduce traffic 

Technical Memorandum congestion in two phases, with main focus 
on phase one of CMS strategies. 

Highway Federal Functional Classification (Color map August 1993 AMATS Color map showing functional 

showing functional classification of major roads in AMATS classification of major roads in AMATS 

study area). study area. 

Funding Policies and Programming Procedures for AMATS | May 27, 1998 AMATS Provides guidelines for AMATS and 

Attributable Federal Funds (Adopted) Federal grant funding of transportation 


projects. 
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Report Date Primary Description 
Agency 
FY 2000-2003 Transportation Improvement Program AMATS Comprehensive list of transportation 


improvements scheduled for 
implementation with Federal or State 
funds within the fiscal years 2000-2003. 





Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study- June 17, 1999 AMATS Explanation regarding previously set time 
Memorandum frames for MIS (3/99 draft of long range 
Year 2020 Regional Transportation Plan plan) may not be feasible for complete 


analysis, but the existing MIS will provide 
the necessary information. 

Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study — December 1996 | AMATS Technical memorandum originally 

2020 Planning Data Forecast extending the 2010 transportation plan. 
Discusses methodologies used to develop 
forecasts for traffic analysis zones. 











Traffic Volume Map August 1997 AMATS Large color map that displays ADT for the 
AMATS area on freeways, arterials and 
collectors. 

Travel Forecasting Techniques Undated AMATS Portion of the Travel Forecasting 


Techniques report originally designed in 
1968. Includes trip generation tables, 
equations and mode split techniques. 
Northeast Ohio Bus Service Memo July 13, 1999 AMATS Memo regarding Akron-Cleveland 
Intercity bus services (GCRTA, METRO 
RTA, and Greyhound/Trailways). 
Attached were summaries and tables of 
services, including schedules and fares. 
AMATS ITS Strategic Deployment Plan October 1999 AMATS Study was completed on 88.2 miles of 
Final Report: Speed & Delay Study arterials and 110.4 miles of freeway over 
several months. Results indicate that 
approximately 7% of arterials and 24% of 
highways are deficient based on quality of 
traffic flow analysis. 


























PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
INVESTMENT STUDY 


MAJOR 


Page 3-67 








Report 


Date 


Primary 
Agency 


Description 








AMATS ITS Strategic Deployment Plan 
System Architecture and Operations Report 


October 1999 


AMATS 


The plan constitutes a high-level, long- 
range planning tool, but also contains 
specific, well-defined projects that are 
intended for immediate implementation, 
which can be incorporated into the 
transportation programming process 





Capital Improvement Report- 
Alphabetical Listing (New Projects) 


July 7, 1999 


Cuyahoga 
County Engineer 


Alphabetical listing of projects in 
Cuyahoga County by location. Includes 
costs of construction and type of repairs 
and/or improvement involved. 





Citizens’ Bioregional Plan for Northeast Ohio 


Spring 1999 


EcoCity 
Cleveland 


This plan offers conceptual maps and 
recommendations of EcoCity. The plan 
offers information to residents and public 
officials so they can envision alternative 
land use and development techniques for 
the region while developing a network of 
healthy cities and town centers. 





Assessment of Transit Supportive Land Use for New Starts 
Projects: FY 1999 New Starts Report 

A Supplement to the Fiscal Year 1999 Report on Funding 
Levels and Allocations of Funds for Transit Major Capital 
Investments. (the FY 1999 New Starts Report) 


November 1998 


FTA 


Report summarizes and analyzes the 
transit-supportive land use associated 
with 30 proposed transit projects profiled 
in FY 1999 New Starts Report. Report 
reflects transit-supportive existing land 
use, plans, and policies for each 
proposed New Starts Project as of 
November 1997. 





Assessment of Local Financial Commitment for New Starts 
Projects: FY 1999 New Starts Report 

A supplement to the Fiscal Year 1999 Report on Funding 
Levels and Allocations of Funds for Transit Major Capital 
Investments (the FY 1999 New Starts Report) 





November 1998 








FTA 





Report summarizes and analyzes the 
application of the Section 5309 New 
Starts local financial commitment criteria 
for 30 transit projects profiled in the FY 
1999 New Starts Report. Report reflects 
condition at each agency and for each 
proposed New Starts Project as of 
November 1997. 
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Summary Analysis of Local Financial Commitment for New | August 1999 FTA Summary analysis of assessment of local 
Starts Projects: FY 2000 Annual Report on New Starts financial commitment associated with 42 
A Supplement to the Annual Report on New Starts: projects profiled in the Annual Report on 
Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2000 New Starts. 
Long Range Plan January 1998 GCRTA GCRTA’s vision of future transit system. 
Greater Cleveland RTA System Map — Service and June 28, 1999 GCRTA Updated system maps, existing routes, 
Ridership and schedules information regarding 
ridership and operating expenses for 
fiscal year 1997. 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland GCRTA Commuter Rail Undated GCRTA Identifies major issues needing resolution. 
Demonstration Project — Preliminary Implementation Study Lists tasks associated with plan for 
Akron to Cleveland Segment commuter rail service implementation. 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Hudson July 1995 GCRTA Provides basic information and data 
GCRTA/Metro RTA-Akron — Commuter Rail Demonstration METRO needed to support consensus building 
Project/Alternative Implementation Report and decision making for this project. 
Euclid Corridor Improvement Project February 2000 | GCRTA Drawings and diagrams for the busways 
City of Cleveland, Ohio and street alignments for the planned 
Euclid Corridor Improvement Project 
ITS Strategic Deployment Plan for Northeast Ohio April 1999 Greater Deployment Plan is devised to create a 
Cleveland ITS regional ITS Architecture for Northeast 
Champion Ohio and a multi-modal ITS to meet the 
Committee goal in Section 5203 of TEA21. Cost 
estimates are included for systems and 
centers by phase. 
Kent State University — Student Information Systems December 1997 | KSU Provides ridership and schedule 


Campus Bus Scheduling 











information for campus bus routes by day 
of the week and location of residence. 
Also included are weekly summary 
ridership totals. (Fall of 1997). 
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Agency 
The Merger of the CSX & Norfolk Southern Railroads 1998 League of Provides history and events leading up to 


Women Voters the merger and deregulation. The report 
also discusses the impacts of the merger 
on Ohio’s cities, and the smaller railroad 





companies. 
Impact of Transportation Policy on Outmigration- Information | February 1999 League of Draft of report identifies the roles played 
Materials and Consensus Questions (Draft) Women Voters by tax policies, public institutions and 


agencies and the impact of laws, policy 
and practice on social issues. Appendix 
includes household, population changes 
and inter-county commuting patterns. 
Economic Impact Study and Five Year Transit February 1997 METRO Provides recommendations for METRO 
Development Plan operations for the next five years, based 
on system analysis, public meetings and 
driver & staff workshops. 

Five Year Transportation Development Plan February 1997 METRO Provides a Summary of on-board surveys, 
profiles previous plans relevant to TDP 
and reviews funding and operating 
characteristics. 











Welfare Reform Transportation Plan March 1999 METRO Final report of the December 1998 draft 
For Summit regarding transportation 
County recommendations for OWF clients. 


Department of 
Human Services 
North Coast Express Service Options June 1999 METRO Report identifies feasible options to 
enhance and alleviate overcrowding on a 
very popular service, routes X60 and X61, 
which provide service between Akron and 
downtown Cleveland. 

Akron-Kent Passenger Rail Study February 1999 METRO Evaluates feasibility of developing 
passenger rail service between Akron and 
Kent. Includes summary and 
recommendations. 
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Northeast Ohio Logistics Analysis — Final Report February 1999 NEOTEC Study that examines the Northeast Ohio 


freight transportation/ logistics system, in 
order to ensure that the region is doing 
everything possible to maintain its 
competitive edge into the 21° century. 





Commuter Rail for North East Ohio — Report of NEORail June 17, 1999 NOACA The appendices identify regional 

Study demographics and travel patterns; based 
on 1990 population and employment data 

Appendix: Technical Documentation and projected data for FY 2020 and 
includes financial perspectives. Section J 

Appendix Section J: Land Use Profiles provides alternatives for corridor profiles 


and includes FY 2020 employment and 
population estimates by status buffer. 
Framework for Action 2025: Part |, State of the Region February 8, NOACA Plan divided into three sections: 1) details 
Report 1999 past & present conditions and necessary 
changes for the future; 2) NOACA and 
Governing Board’s plans for the future; 3) 
Appendices with supplemental 














information. 
Framework for Action 2025: Part Il, Transportation Plan February 12, NOACA Transportation plan including Federal 
1999 requirements, state and local policies and 
discussion of goals, strategies and 
actions. 
Framework for Action 2025: Part Ill, Appendices February 12, NOACA Supplemental information including 
1999 summaries of projects, strategies and 
actions. 
SFY 2000 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) May 20, 1999 NOACA Summary of data; costs per year, 
(SFYs 2000-2003)—Highway, Bikeway and Transit available funds, and proposed plans and 
Elements routes for five counties-Cuyahoga, 

















Summit, Lake, Lorain and Medina. 
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Report 


Date 


Primary 
Agency 


Description 








Commuter Rail for North East Ohio- An Assessment of its 
Feasibility and Effectiveness: Report of NEORail Study 


June 17, 1999 


NOACA 


Study sponsored by NOACA along with 
AMATS and SCATS to provide 
alternatives to existing transportation 
systems for the future planning projects in 
the region. 





Freeway System Bottleneck Study 


September 1996 


NOACA 


Serves as a preliminary evaluation of 
identified bottleneck locations along the 
freeways in the NOACA region and the 
effects of traffic conditions and possible 
solutions to CMS. 





Framework for Action 2025 — Final Report 


February 1999 


NOACA 


Details projects and locations identified as 
board-approved Major Regional 
Transportation Investments and 
implementation schedule. 





1997 Motor Vehicle Accident Report (Accident 
Characteristics/Accident Locations on the NHS 


May 1999 


NOACA 


Contains an analysis of accident 
characteristics occurring in the NOACA 
five—county area. Compares 1997 data 
and previous years on a county and 
statewide basis. 





Freeway Travel Time Study 


May 1997 


NOACA 


Provides data and maps representing a 
speed and delay study along segments of 
I-71, |-77, Western I-90 and Eastern I-90 
in the NOACA region. 





CMS Manual of Practice 


September 1997 


NOACA (Maher 


CMS is defined for consistency for various 

















Holozadah) scopes, for use by states and MPOs. 
Includes policy and performance 
standards essential in CMS. 
NOACA 1998 Transit Network Guide July 1999 NOACA Informational document that contains a 


description of fixed route transit service in 
Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain and 
Medina Counties. It includes route 
ridership estimates and ridership 
comparisons between 1997 and 1998. 
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Interstate 77 Corridor Major Investment Study: Stark, February 6, ODOT Evaluates alternatives to mitigate existing 

Summit Counties, February 6, 1997 1997 and future congestion in the I-77 corridor. 
Appendix A includes summaries from 

Appendix A: Coordination Steering and Scoping Committee 
meetings. Appendix B includes results of 

Appendix B: Public Involvement surveys distributed by ODOT and 
correspondence from council member 
regarding changes and suggestions. 

I-77 S.B. Gateway Improvement February 1993 ODOT Provides maps and outlines for 

Ontario to East 30" - Auxiliary Lane Justification District 12 recommended improvements, due to 
construction of new sports complex — 
including baseball stadium and indoor 
arena. Includes traffic analysis - current 
and projected. 

Enhanced Planning Review of the Greater Cleveland April 1996 ODOT Report presents the results of an EPR 

Metropolitan Area — Final Report conducted jointly by FHWA and FTA in 
the Greater Cleveland Metropolitan area, 
and identifies specific areas to be 
addressed in long-range planning, within 
the guidelines and regulations of the 
federal and state governments. 

Traffic Survey Report of the State Highway System — Ohio 1984 ODOT Report that provides average 24 hour 

Department of Transportation traffic volume data (ADT) for interstate, 
state, and US highways for ODOT 
Districts in the eastern half of the State of 
Ohio. 

Traffic Survey Report of the State Highway System — Ohio 1988 ODOT Updated 1984 version on ADT data for 

Department of Transportation — Eastern Half ODOT Districts in Eastern Ohio. 

Traffic Survey Report of the State Highway System — Ohio 1992 ODOT Report providing ADT data for District 4. 


Department of Transportation — District 4 (Stark County) 











Only data for routes in Stark County were 
provided for review. 
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Report 


Date 


Primary 
Agency 


Description 








Traffic Survey Report of the State Highway System — Ohio 
Department of Transportation — District 4 


1996 


ODOT 


Provides ADT data for District 4. The 
data is based upon manual and 
mechanical traffic counts taken during the 
calendar year of 1995 and 1996. 





Pavement Condition Ratings (PCR) — ODOT District 12 


May 1999 


ODOT 


A portion of the full report that identifies 
the general appraisal and operational 
status of bridge and pavement conditions 
in Cuyahoga County. Includes a color 
map that depicts PCR group ratings and 
locations. 





District 4 1998 PCR’s 


1998 


ODOT 


Table format that provides rating 
information for pavement conditions in 
Portage, Stark and Summit County 
routes. Separate reports on undivided 
and divided highways. 





Access Ohio — Reaching New Horizons in the 21" Century 
Macro Phase 


October 1993 


ODOT 


Establishes the state’s long range 
transportation plan. It also identifies the 
mission, goals, policies and actions that 
guide ODOT’s efforts to develop the 
efficient, intermodal network Ohio needs 
for the 21° Century. 





Access Ohio — Reaching New Horizons in the 21° Century 
Phase II 


June 1995 


ODOT 


Takes the next step of a more specific 
analysis of Phase | identified networks. 
Focuses on system needs and priorities in 
order for the needs of Ohio to be met by 
2020. 





Average Daily Traffic 


June 18, 1999 


ODOT - Central 


Internet site and hard copy data 
pertaining to ADT. 





Average Daily Traffic 


June 29, 1999 


ODOT - Central 


ADT data in GIS format. 





Accident Data 


June 29, 1999 


ODOT - Central 


Accident data in GIS format. 





Level of Service 


June 25, 1999 


ODOT - Central 


MicoStation data showing LOS in 
graphical format. 








Accident Data 





June 25, 1999 





ODOT -— Central 





Hard copy data. 
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1990 Model Calibration — August 6, 1997 | ODOT —- Report describes the steps taken in the 
Stark County Area Transportation Study Technical calibration of the SCATS travel demand 
Services forecasting model on 1990 base year 
data. 
Akron 1990 Model Validation Draft Report March 1997 ODOT, Mark Record of work completed on AMATS’ 
Byram and travel demand model. Includes model 
Ansen Wu, structure and validity of model results. 
Office of (Updated traffic zone information used in 
Technical 1980 model). 
Services 





Ohio Department of Transportation — 
Major/Minor New Project Management 


August 6, 1999 


ODOT-District 4 


Copies of all TRAC applications submitted 
to ODOT District 4 by State and local 
agencies for TRAC funding, up to May 7, 
1999. An updated TRAC commitment list 
is due in late 1999. 





Ohio County Profiles-Prepared by the Office of Strategic 


Research — Summit County 


June 27, 1999 


Ohio 
Department of 
Development 


Profiles population and employment 
information by city and occupation within 
Summit County. Estimates and 
projections are given for future data and 
analysis. 





Ohio County Profiles-Prepared by the Office of Strategic 


Research - Portage County 


June 27, 1999 


Ohio 
Department of 
Development 


Profiles population and employment 
information by city and occupation within 
Portage County. Estimates and 
projections are given for future data and 
analysis. 





Ohio County Profiles-Prepared by the Office of Strategic 


Research - Stark County 





June 27, 1999 








Ohio 
Department of 
Development 





Profiles population and employment 
information by city and occupation within 
Stark County. Estimates and projections 
are given for future data and analysis. 
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Portage County RTA - Services and Ridership June 21, 1999 PARTA Information based on April 1999 data for 
operating reports; details information 
regarding ridership, financial projections 
and bus routes and schedules. 
Transportation Improvement Program FY 2000-2003 May 1999 SCATS TIP combines short & long range plan 
elements as well as recommendations for 
future transit and highway projects for 
fiscal years 2000-2003. 
Year 2020 Transportation Plan for Stark County, Ohio June 1999 SCATS Report reflects on reasons to extend 
project completion date from 2010 to 
2020 due to TEA-21 and details specifics 
of planning and finances identified in draft 
plan. 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Kent/W&LE — Commuter Rail October 1995 SCATS Third report is a series of studies for 
Demonstration/Project Alternative Implementation Report GCRTA, ORDC_ | development and implementation of a 
Metro RTA commuter rail service linking Canton, 
Akron & Cleveland. 
Traffic Congestion Management system Performance and June 1999 SCATS TCMS Manual of practice. Summarizes 
Strategy Evaluation Report the performance of TCM network, ranks 
congested segments, estimates hours of 
delay and forecasts congestion. 
Northeast Ohio Goods Movement Survey Analysis December 12, SCMA — Results of a survey-based analysis for 
1997 Supply Chain Greater Cleveland Growth Association in 
Management an effort to develop a comprehensive 
Associates perspective in regard to the strengths and 
needs of the goods movement system in 
Northeast Ohio. 
Evaluation of the Akron-Kent Rail Line for Summit County January 1995 SCPA Outlines costs and obligations incurred by 


Port Authority 











SCPA’s 1994 acquisition of the former 
Conrail Freedom Secondary rail line 
between Akron & Kent; provides 
recommendations and analysis for future 
rail service. 
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S.R. 8 The Missing Link June 1998 Summit County | Preliminary development study of 


SUM —8-12.72 PID #11045 


Engineer 


possible improvements to SR 8 between 
SR 303 and I-271. The purpose of this 
project is to increase the vehicular 
capacity of this section of SR 8. 





Letter of Notification: Barberton-West Akron 138 kV; West 
Akron-Wadsworth Muni 138 Kv—Install Structure for PVS 
Chemicals 


February 12, 
1999 


Summit County 
Engineer. 
Prepared by 
First Energy 
Corp, on behalf 
of Ohio Edison 


Information provided due to installation of 
a circuit structure in accordance with 
specific procedures outlined in OAC 
(Sec.4906-15-08) 





Intelligent Transportation Systems- Real World Benefits 


January 1998 








U.S.DOT 
FHWA 





Defines ITS and its benefits in managing 
efficient transportation networks. 
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3.3. Decision at Hand 


Based on detailed input from the technical analyses and on the extensive public involvement 
program, including the iterative rounds of key-stakeholder interviews, the CAC Coordinating 
Committee will provide the results to the three Metropolitan Planning Organizations in the corridor, 
NOACA, AMATS, and SCATS. The MPO boards will then decide on a locally preferred investment 
strategy. Upon approval by the boards, the individual projects, which comprise the overall 
strategy, may become components of each respective Long Range Plan. They will become 
eligible for inclusion in the four-year Transportation Improvement Program, as the next step in 
implementation. In order for any of the projects to implemented with Federal funds, it must first be 
accepted and included in the Long Range Plan of the MPO. 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY 
4.1 Evaluation Methodology 


The Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study coordinating committee 
recommended a preferred major investment strategy to the three metropolitan planning 
organizations in the region: Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency, Stark 
County Area Transportation Study and Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study. 
That recommendation was based on the evaluation of a range of alternative 
transportation strategies that address the study’s purpose and need (see the Purpose 
and Need Statement in Chapter 3). The evaluation, based on transportation, financial 
and environmental (natural, economic and social) assessments, drove a screening 
process that gradually narrowed the range of alternatives until the preferred strategy 
was selected. That strategy is composed of a package of highway and/or transit options 
that may be implemented as independent projects. 


This memorandum outlines the evaluation methodology and screening process that was 
used in the study. 


4.1.1 Purpose and Need/Goals and Objectives 


The study coordinating committee adopted a purpose and need statement that included 
a detailed analysis of the regional transportation problems that the study is intended to 
address. This purpose and need statement and the data and analysis that supports it 
are included in Chapter 3 of this report. 


4.1.2 Initial Set of Options and Selection of Practical Alternatives 


Based on the purpose and need for the study and on an understanding of probable or 
possible impacts of transportation facilities and strategies, the coordinating committee 
approved an initial set of alternatives that were subjected to initial evaluation and early 
screening. These included the “no-build” alternative, which included committed projects, 
transportation system management/transportation demand management (TSM/TDM) 
options, and a series of “build” options. The build options included highway 
improvements and transit strategies, both rail and bus. 


The committee screened out options based on “fatal flaws.” These included potential 
options that did not address the purpose and need or that appeared to be extremely 
unlikely to satisfy the evaluation criteria. The attached evaluation form was used to 
guide this process and to document the reasons for the committee’s decisions. 


4.1.3 Detailed Evaluation of Practical Alternatives 


The evaluation of the alternatives included the consideration of transportation, 
environmental and financial factors. These included: 


e Changes in transportation service levels 
e Improvements in mobility 
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e Congestion reduction 

e Travel time savings 

e Costs 

e Community impacts 

e Economic impacts 

e Land-use impacts 

e Access to employment opportunities/welfare to work 

e Environmental impacts 

e Air quality impacts 

e Energy impacts 

e Impacts on disadvantaged groups (environmental justice issues) 
e Consistency with adopted regional transportation goals of the three MPOs 


Whenever practical and meaningful, the committee used quantifiable data produced by 
the travel demand forecast model and other technical analyses. These included, but 
were not necessarily limited to: 

e Vehicle hours of travel, system 

e Vehicle miles of travel, system 

e Level of service, by link 

e Transit ridership, total 

e Transit ridership, by station 

e Passenger hours of travel 

e Passenger miles of travel 

e Capital costs 

e Operating and maintenance costs 


Some environmental impacts, such as air quality and energy, are functions of the 
transportation data listed above. Others, such as community, land-use and economic 
impacts, were assessed on a qualitative basis. More detailed environmental evaluation 
will be conducted as part of the national Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process when 
individual projects that comprise the preferred investment strategy move into 
implementation. 


Matrices of alternatives and performance measures were produced to guide the 
committee’s decision-making process and are included in Technical Memorandum 5 in 
Appendix E. An example of a blank evaluation sheet is shown in Figure 4.1-1. 
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Figure 4.1-1: Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 
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To facilitate the efficient selection of mix-and-match alternatives, i.e., those composed of 
compatible highway and transit options, the committee used an iterative process. The 
schedule in Figure 4.1-2 shows the decision-making process that was used earlier in the study. 
The schedule and decision making process were refined as the study progressed. An 
example of this refinement is shown in Figure 4.1-3. Initial travel demand forecasts were 
made for the no-build alternative and for “maximum highway” and “maximum rail” options, 
“bookend’”-options that were likely to produce the greatest transportation benefits without 
consideration of financial costs. 


Based on these results, the committee recommended an initial set of mix-and-match 
alternatives for evaluation. That analysis resulted in a second, refined set of alternatives. This 
iterative process resulted in a single preferred strategy. 


In addition, the committee considered factors used in the Federal Transit Administration’s New 
Starts Criteria for start-up transit service. Besides measuring transportation effectiveness and 
cost-effectiveness, these included consideration of financial commitments and land-use 
policies. 


Figure 4.1-2: Project Schedule, November 1999 


AGENDA DELIVERABLES 


DECEMBER 1999 
Discussion: Evaluation Methodology Technical Memo #1: Evaluation 
Methodology (Revised) 


Discussion: Fatally Flawed Alternatives 


Discussion: Transit Options Detailed Definition of Transit 
Alternatives 
Discussion: “Best” Transit, Highway Options 
for Preliminary Modeling 


JANUARY 2000 

Decision: Approval of Purpose & Need Chapter 

Decision: Preliminary Screening of Fatally 
Flawed Alternatives 

Decision: Recommendation of “Best” Transit, 
Highway Options 

Status Report on Travel Demand Forecasting 

Status Report for Public Involvement 
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AGENDA DELIVERABLES 


FEBRUARY 2000 


Discussion of Practical Alternatives Draft Technical Memo #5 Initial 
Screening of Alternatives 
Status Report for Public Involvement 


Financial Issues and Options Financial Options 


MARCH 2000 


Discussion of Practical Alternatives 

Reports on Transportation Evaluation Final Technical Memo #5 Initial 
Screening of Alternatives 

Land Use Options Land Use Options 

Status Report for Public Involvement: 


APRIL 2000 


Decision: Recommendation of Practical Alternatives 
Status Report for Public Involvement 


MAY 2000 
MPO TACs: Approval of Practical Alternatives 


Evaluation of Alternatives Evaluation Report 
Discussion: Financial Plan 
Public Involvement: Report on Round Two of 

Public Meetings 


JUNE 2000 
MPO Boards: Approval of Practical Alternatives 


Evaluation of Alternatives Evaluation of Alternatives 
Status Report for Public Involvement 
Discussion: Supporting Public Policies and Actions, 

Including Land Use Options 


JULY 2000 


Evaluation of Alternatives 
Status Report for Public Involvement Evaluation Report 
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AGENDA 


AUGUST 2000 


Evaluation of Alternatives 
Discussion of Locally Preferred Investment Strategy 


SEPTEMBER 2000 


Discussion: Locally Preferred Investment Strategy 


Public Involvement: Report on Trade-off Workshop 


OCTOBER 2000 


Discussion: Locally Preferred Investment Strategy 


Status Report for Public Involvement 


NOVEMBER 2000 
Decision: Recommendation of Locally Preferred 


Investment Strategy 


DECEMBER 2000 


MPO TACs: Approval of Locally Preferred 
Investment Strategy 


Review of TAC Issues 


JANUARY 2001 


MPO Boards: Approval of Locally Preferred 
Investment Strategy 


DELIVERABLES 


Evaluation Report 


Draft Technical Memo #3b: 
Travel Forecasting — 


Testing of Alternatives 


Draft Technical Memo #6: 
Evaluation of Alternatives 

Final Technical Memo #3b 
Travel Forecasting — Testing 
of Alternatives 


Draft Technical Memo #7: 


Preferred Investment 
Strategy 


Final Technical Memo #6 
Evaluation of Alternatives 


Final Technical Memo #7 
Preferred Investment 
Strategy 


Draft MIS Report 
Draft MIS Summary 





FEBRUARY 2001 
Final MIS Report 
Final MIS Summary 
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Figure 4.1-3: Revised Project Schedule, August 2001 
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4.1.4 Locally Preferred Investment Strategy 


At the conclusion of the evaluation and screening process, the coordinating committee 
recommended a locally preferred investment strategy to the MPOs. The relevant projects that 
compose the overall strategy may then be recommended for inclusion in the MPOs transportation 
plans. 


4.2 Public Involvement Plan 


Public and Stakeholder involvement was a key element in guiding the Coordinating Committee in its 
decision-making process. Early on in the study, the public involvement plan for the study was 
developed by Genevieve Ray of Urban Conservation and Design, the study team’s public 
involvement specialist. As the study progressed, the public involvement approach was modified to 
emphasize areas of concern. While this plan does not accurately reflect the conduct of the public 
involvement followed by the study in detail, the ways in which the approach followed differed from 
this approach are minor. 


Four rounds of public meetings were held during the course of this study. The first series was held 
in September 1999, the second series was held in April 2000, the third series was held in May 2001, 
and the fourth and final series was held in January 2002. The Stakeholder interviews were held very 
early on in the study process, June through august 1999, before an of the alternatives had been 
defined. As the study continued new stakeholders may have been elected, and unfortunately 
although new interviews were not conducted with all of the new stakeholders, they were included on 
the project mailing list and received notices for the public meetings, as well as copies of the project 
newsletters. Reports detailing the outcome of the stakeholder interviews and the four rounds of 
public meetings are included in Chapter 7. 


An effort that was not originally included in the project scope was the Stated Preference Survey, 
however, this became a very important tool in predicting the transportation choices the public will 
make in the future. Documentation of the conduct of the stated preference survey, which as the 
study progressed came to be a part of the travel demand forecasting effort, is found in section 4.4, 
and a copy of the SP Survey instruments is found in Appendix D. 


4.2.1 Overall Objectives 


Public education, information, and involvement are critical to the success of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland MIS. The diverse demographic and geographic nature of the study area will require a 
comprehensive and strategic plan that engages the wide range of constituencies and that takes into 
account a broad array of factors at all levels — state, regional, and local. A well-defined public 
involvement program is facilitated by the identification of target audiences — the key individuals and 
groups needed to achieve community consensus around major investment strategies. For this 
study, the target audiences fall into three main categories: the Coordinating Committee and its 
member groups’ community advisory committees (CACs) or similar public involvement venues; key 
stakeholders; the general public. The highest level of activity of the program will be directed towards 
the Coordinating Committee, the community groups and stakeholders, with one-on-one and small 
group interviews, special topic meetings or workshops and other ongoing contact. 
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The general public will be included by way of open houses, workshops, informational publications 
and the news media. One of the key areas to focus on will be education. Often in major investment 
studies, participants want to go directly to a preferred alternative they think will solve the 
transportation problems identified. An education program must be designed that will fully inform, 
and continually reinforce, the primary purpose of an MIS — taking a step back, examining the 
problems, and exploring the full range of potential alternatives. The importance of the multi-modal 
focus of an MIS must be stated early and often, so participants in the process can thoughtfully 
examine all possibilities for solving the transportation problems they help to identify, and so the MIS 
process will be seen as even-handed and credible. A subset of the education activities will focus on 
how to pay for preferred alternatives. The public will need to have a very clear understanding of how 
transportation projects are funded, particularly in terms of non-federal contribution, as they proceed 
with the progress of the study and the identification and consensus on a preferred investment 
strategy. 


Public education, information, and involvement begins at the outset of the study and continues 
throughout. Public involvement is not an isolated task; rather, education, information, and activities 
will be woven into the full scope of work of the MIS. The public involvement program will facilitate 
two-way communication 


e through low-key ongoing contact with elected and appointed officials and opinion 
leaders 


e through creative, easy-to-understand informational products issued periodically 
throughout the project 


e through concentrated activities that punctuate the project at key milestone and 
decision-making points 


Through this two-way communication system, two equally-important goals will be served: the public 
will have access to and input into the study, and the technical team will know of and understand the 
public’s issues and concerns so they can be appropriately addressed in the technical work. 


Because effective public involvement cannot be accomplished solely through public meetings 
sponsored by the study proponent, a toolbox of techniques and communication strategies will be 
utilized for this MIS. Open house and workshop formats will be used to inform and involve the public 
on such issues as traffic, ridership forecasting, environmental impacts, environmental justice, the 
relationships between economic development, land use and transportation, as well as urban design 
issues. Where appropriate, breakout groups will be used to focus on specific aspects of the study. 


The public involvement program aims to educate, inform and involve a wide array of participants, 
and to demonstrate the commitment by study proponents to a full as range of public participation as 
possible. To that end, existing groups and communications networks will be used to reach out and 
“take the project out to the people” instead of making the people come to the project. Too often 
public involvement programs are one-sided (the public’s only way to become involved is to attend 
study proponent-sponsored events). Such simple means as getting on civic, business and other 
groups’ meeting agendas, or having a local organization co-host a meeting at a convenient, locally- 
recognized school cafeteria are effective ways of underscoring that the sponsors of the CAC MIS 
are sincere about wanting the public to become involved. 

Another key aspect of the program will be strategic use of the media to help to inform and educate 
the public. This will include identification of all electronic and print media outlets in the study area, 
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editorial board briefings, press briefings and press releases at key milestones in the study. The 
briefings will begin at the outset of early in the study, so the media has a good understanding of the 
study and its goals and objectives. 


4.2.2 Initial Outreach and Data Gathering 


The first step in developing the program will be to identify the constituencies for the study. The team 
already has an extensive database, which was developed for the NEORail study. This will be 
expanded by reviewing contact lists developed by members of the Committee and others, updating 
elected and municipal officials lists, other agencies which need to be involved, as well as civic, 
business, faith-based organizations, interest groups, academic and other institutions in the study 
area. Particular attention will be paid to those within or directly abutting that directly abut the study 
area and those who will be most impacted by any proposed alternatives. 


4.2.2.1 Interviews & Approach 


PB and UCD will conduct a series of up to 60 individual and/or small group interviews during the first 
several months of the CAC MIS, including but not limited to Coordinating Committee members and 
the elected/appointed officials, civic, business, and community leaders that they recommend. These 
interviews will focus on issues and concerns about the transportation system in the study area as 
well as input on what an effective public involvement program should encompass. We will also seek 
additional names and organizations from these initial interviewees to expand our database of 
contacts. 


In addition to individual interviews, special-interest-group meetings will be held in Canton, Akron and 
Cleveland with existing groups or similar-interest groups convened especially for the study. 
Examples of such groups include neighborhood-based or civic groups; Chambers of Commerce 
transportation task forces; transit riders; anti-sprawl groups and environmental interests, or groups 
such as NEOTEC, automobile clubs, Highway Users’ Federation, organizations that promote 
commercial and industrial development, or the recently-formed Regional Logistics Committee that 
brings together shipping, distribution and trucking interests to focus on needs related to the 
movement of goods. The purpose of these special-interest group meetings will be to explore in a 
qualitative way people’s perceptions of the transportation problems in the area (or as related to their 
particular interest) and what people see as potential solutions, focusing on the multi-modal aspect of 
the study. We will also probe for effective public involvement tools — how people from different parts 
of the study area like to be involved and informed. 


These interviews and group meetings will yield two kinds of information — the focus on 
transportation, and the public involvement plan itself. It is critical that the plan reflects the needs and 
concerns of the public. It must also be tailored to allow for flexibility and “mid-course” corrections. 
This will be accomplished by ongoing outreach, both in meetings and low-key contact with key 
stakeholders and others throughout the study. 
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Structure of the Interviews and Current Status 


Over 60 persons have been reached to date (August 1999) through the first fourteen interviews and 
one presentation. Most interviews are in person, others by phone, with interview times ranging from 
thirty minutes to two hours. Some involve small-group meetings. The interviews have been 
structured with three primary purposes: 


e provide interviewee with a briefing on the CAC MIS project and MIS process 


e identify transportation problems in the corridor; gain perceptions of the nature of the 
problems and current opinions on potential solutions 


e gain opinions that identify key players needed to reach community consensus 


Taken in their totality, the interviews are an invaluable source of information that will not only feed 
and inform the study's technical activities, but will also be used to set the content and tone for 
subsequent public information activities. 


Approach 


The first set of interviews has made it clear that public information efforts will need to emphasize the 
multi-modal nature of this MIS and the even-handedness of the alternatives development and 
evaluation processes. It was not unusual to hear interviewees ask, “Now this is the MIS for rail, 
right?,” and when they were told the study would explore a full range of transportation solutions, to 
hear, “Yes, but this is really to justify rail, right?” 


In order to correct this and other common misapprehensions of the study’s purpose, special care will 
be taken to respond to attitudes that work to discourage effective public participation: 
e fear at being shut out of the planning process 


e belief that the process is a sham, in reality closed to citizens 
e belief that their participation will be fruitless -- that the decisions have already been 


made 

e belief that only one option -- e.g. a commuter rail line or exclusive reliance on 
increased highway capacities, but in this case commuter rail -- is being studied 
seriously 


All of the public meetings, newsletters and media efforts will be designed to combat these and other 
fears, beliefs and behaviors that are toxic to a successful public participation effort. They will: 


e¢ emphasize in written and oral presentations the essential facts about the MIS process 
as a tool to assist local decision-making 


e demonstrate the “proof” of a balanced process by making clear the balance inherent in 
the membership of the CAC MIS Coordinating Committee 


e allow stakeholders to study information at their own pace 


e make public meetings informal 
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e provide full information, including maps of study area; include project schedule, with 
periodic updates, in printed materials 


e provide take-home handouts 
e provide several avenues for feedback from residents and other participants 


e allot greatest percentage of the agenda at public meetings for participants’ questions 
& comments (minimize time talking “at” them) 


e publish review criteria in advance of screening 


e stress that all modes and alternatives will be studied impartially and evaluated against 
the same review criteria 


¢ emphasize that public outreach occurs before decisions are made 


e suggest that a likely outcome of the study may be a package of improvements that 
cuts across modal boundaries 


These approaches, if successful, will work against the great dreads of any public involvement 
process: that only three people will show up for a highly-publicized meeting; or that plenty of people 
show up, but sit blank-eyed through the presentation and leave without asking questions; or worst, 
that hordes of people show up, all enraged over a fully wrong perception of the study and its goals. 


4.2.3 Stated Preference Survey 


A key component of data gathering will be a stated preference survey designed by PB with 
participation by UCD, Hitchcock Fleming & Associates, and others as necessary. The survey will 
target persons who now travel within the corridor, and will be designed to elicit information on how 
travelers will actually behave in different travel-choice scenarios. Although survey questions will 
seek little or no direct information related to the public involvement program, the “issues 
identification” resulting from the survey are invaluable in helping to guide the tone and content of 
public involvement activities and products. The Stated Preference Survey is discussed more in 
section 4.3.6 of this chapter, and the survey instrument is in Appendix D. 


4.2.4 Public Meetings & Other Outreach Activities 
Intensive public outreach efforts will be concentrated at key milestones throughout the study. 
July 1999 -- Kickoff Press Briefings 


In mid-to late- July 1999, press briefings will be held in Canton, Akron, and Cleveland to introduce 
the study to local news media representatives. The briefings will provide basic CAC MIS information 
to transportation, environmental, political and general-assignment reporters, as well as to editorial 
board members, who will receive separate invitations to the press briefings. 


As now envisioned, briefing packets and presentations will include a Q&A product (questions and 
answers about the study): e.g. history, purpose, need, funding, organization, timetables, costs, 
potential outcomes and commonly-asked questions (Why is this much-studied corridor being studied 
again? Will this delay already-planned highway widenings? How does this relate to the Cincinnati- 
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Columbus-Cleveland high-speed rail proposal?). Additional information will be provided that 
identifies the representative groups/members of the CAC MIS Coordinating Committee and 
emphasizes the balanced and multi-modal nature of the MIS evaluation process. A study area map 
and logo will be provided. Coordinating Committee members will be notified of the briefing schedule 
and may be asked to serve as resource persons. 


The briefings will emphasize that the MIS is a community problem-solving process, open to the 
public and highly interactive. Media representatives will be urged to give energetic advance 
coverage of the first round of public meetings scheduled for September 1999. Listed below are all 
public meeting rounds and the anticipated dates of each (dates may change after further refinement 
of the public participation plan, and upon the advice of persons interviewed in Phase | of the project). 


September 1999 -- Round | Public Meetings 


We propose holding three rounds of open houses, with up to two meetings each in Canton, Akron 
and Cleveland at each round, will be held throughout the project. The first round will be held in 
September 1999. At least one of the Round | meetings will be specially targeted to a particular 
audience: CEOs and logistics managers of companies involved in distribution, shipping and the 
movement of goods into, out of and through the corridor. 


These meetings will not be “talking heads” sessions, but interactive open houses with displays and 
technical staff available for one-on-one conversations with attendees. Listed below are the meetings 
and the anticipated dates of each (dates may change after further refinement of the public 
participation plan, and upon the advice of other interviewees). 


4.2.4.1 Round | Public Meetings 


This round of kickoff open houses will be held in month four. They will be designed to introduce the 
study to the public. Areas of focus will be on what an MIS is, who the study’s sponsoring groups are, 
maps of the study area, and general information about existing transportation conditions in the study 
area. The purpose and need and goals and objectives for the study will be discussed. Maps of 
initial alternatives will be presented. Ample time will be provided for questions and comments from 
attendees. 


A brief presentation will outline the project, and ample time will be provided for questions and 
comments from attendees. Detailed comment forms will be available for attendees to fill out with 
questions about transportation problems and ideas for potential solutions, as well as the public 
involvement program. A newsletter will be prepared to introduce the study, proponents and the 
public involvement program. 


The September 1999 public meetings will have an interactive, open house format, with sessions 
scheduled to encourage easy public access. Educational displays and presentations will emphasize 
CAC MIS’ intent to assist the study area communities in evaluating the relative merits of a significant 
range of transportation options. Display boards will use text, drawings and photographs to cover 
these topics: 


e Welcome to process; Description of the Open House meeting & agenda 
e Purpose of MIS; Map of Study Area; 
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e Purpose & Need for corridor Strategy 

e Problems & Needs to be Addressed 

e Alternate Strategies Now Being Considered 

e Possible Results of “Fatal Flaw” Analyses 

e Impacts on Environmental & Community Features 

e Economic Growth, Urban Development Issues Integral to Study 
e Technical Methodologies 

e Summary Chart: Steps in the Process 


The format will be such that attendees are given several opportunities to comment upon the list of 
problems and needs, to react to the Purpose & Need statement, to suggest changes to the alternate 
strategies under consideration, and to respond to impacts, methodologies and upon the public 
involvement process itself: 

e written -- on brightly-colored “suggestion box” cards located within the display 


e in person, in public -- Notes will be taken on large newsprint pads during the 
presentation/question-and-answer portion of each meeting 


e in person, in private -- for persons who might feel uneasy about speaking before a group, 
Coordinating Committee members and consultants will be on hand at each open house to 
take notes of conversations with attendees 


Media outreach (including press releases and briefings) will be conducted prior to the open houses, 
and a postcard mailing will be sent to a broad range of possible attendees, using mailing lists 
provided by, or developed in consultation with, community group members. 


September 1999 -- Newsletter | -- Introduction to the Project 
In time for distribution at Round | public meetings, the first CAC MIS newsletter will be issued. It will 
be printed in tabloid size, four or six pages as needed to cover the following: 
e Intro to the project 
e Alternatives (preliminary list, maps) 
e Purpose and need statement 
e Transportation problems 
e Criteria for evaluation of alternatives Explanation of “Fatal Flaw” screening 
e Project Schedule, including major follow-up and potential implementation milestones 
e What agencies/groups make decisions throughout and at the end of the study 
e How to get involved 


December 1999 -- Newsletter 2 -- Mail-In Response on Final Alternatives 


Newsletter 2 will invite public comment prior to the Coordinating Committee’s deliberations 
(scheduled for January 2000) on which alternatives should be advanced for detailed evaluation. The 
newsletter will include: 
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e Report on Fatal Flaw screening 

e Highway alternatives 

e Transit alternatives 

e Evaluation criteria (if not included in earlier newsletter) 


e Announcement that in January, the Coordinating Committee will recommend narrowing 
the list of alternatives down to a smaller number for detailed evaluation 


e Who to contact with opinions about which alternatives should be retained (includes 
referrals to Web site, e-mail addresses) 


e Mail-in response form 
e Deadline for responses 


Any responses will be compiled and forwarded in memorandum form to the Coordinating Committee 
prior to its January deliberations. 


4.2.4.2 Round Two Public Meetings 


This round of events will be held in month eight. The format will be a workshop session focused 
around elements of the technical analysis, such as traffic, environmental impacts, environmental 
justice, land use, and urban design. Opinions, reactions and suggestions will be solicited to assist 
the technical team in screening alternatives. The refined set of alternatives will be presented. A 
newsletter will be prepared and comment forms distributed. 


Late January 2000 -- Newsletter #3 -- Screening of Alternatives 

Newsletter #3 will be issued in time for distribution at Round || Public Meetings. It will present, in 
abbreviated form, the same information that will be presented in display and presentation form, at 
the Round II meetings (see list below). 


Late January 2000 -- Round II Public Meetings 
This round of open houses will be held after approvals of the final alternatives for detailed study, and 
prior to the Committee’s tentative screening of alternatives. Display boards and presentations will 
include information on: 

e Maps of alternatives 

e Evaluation criteria 

e Transportation Evaluation 

e Environmental Evaluation 

¢ Quantitative Assessment 

e Traffic Volumes, Ridership, Costs 


e As much as possible, alternatives will be compared by all available factors, or will be 
formatted to allow easy comparison by meeting attendees 


e Update of project schedule 
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As with Round | meetings, various means will be employed to encourage attendees to give their 
opinions. 


Maps of the full range of alternatives will be presented, along with purpose and need, goals and 
objectives and evaluation criteria. Break-out groups might be organized at these open houses to 
give people an opportunity to fully examine the alternatives and the criteria that will be used to 
screen them down to the smaller set that will undergo detailed analysis. This will enable them to 
comment to the technical team on which alternatives look the most promising. Their responses will 
assist the technical team in this first round of screening. A newsletter and comment forms will be 
distributed at these sessions. 


At the open houses, detailed comment forms will be available for attendees to fill out with questions 
about transportation problems and ideas for potential solutions, as well as the public involvement 
program. A newsletter will be prepared to introduce the study, proponents and the public 
involvement program. Media outreach (including press releases and briefings) will be conducted 
prior to the open houses, and a postcard mailing will be sent to a broad range of possible attendees 
using mailing lists provided by, or developed in consultation with, CAC Coordinating Committee 
members. 


March 2000 -- Newsletter #4 — Comparison of Alternatives 

In time for the Trade-off Analysis Workshop, Newsletter #4 will provide a synopsis of comparative 
information on all alternatives being studied. As much as possible, comparisons will be “apples to 
apples” comparisons, presented in graphic and tabular form. The newsletter will also explain the 
types of deliberations that will ensue as the Coordinating Committee and agency decision-makers 
attempt to reach consensus on a preferred investment strategy. 


March 2000 -- Trade-off Analysis Workshop 

In order to advance the study to identifying a preferred transportation investment strategy, a trade- 
off analysis needs to be conducted to examine the advantages and disadvantages of each of the 
alternatives and measured against the study’s goals and objectives, using the evaluation criteria. 
We propose that a half-day workshop be conducted by invitation of approximately 40 to 60 people, 
including the Coordinating Committee, opinion leaders and policy makers. 


This trade-off workshop will be the first formal opportunity for decision makers from the entire 
corridor to meet together to reinforce their common interests and to clarify interests that might be 
thought of as competing. The workshop will result in a thorough analysis of the alternatives, and will 
provide the Coordinating Committee with a good reality check on what improvements might be 
acceptable and implementable. This is projected to occur in month 12. Results from this workshop 
will be incorporated into the technical analysis, which will result in identifying inform the tentative 
selection of the preferred investment strategy (scheduled for deliberations by the Coordinating 
Committee in May). 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 4-17 





Late April 2000 -- Newsletter #5 -- Results of Screening 


Newsletter #5 is small, with only a few items to cover: 


e announcement of the results of alternatives screening 


e announcement that in May the Coordinating Committee will make a tentative 
recommendation on a preferred investment strategy 


¢ announcement of the dates, times, places and purpose of Round III Public Meetings in 
late May 


March-April-May 2000 — Briefing Sessions for Sponsoring Groups’ TACs and community advisory 
committees 

As deemed appropriate by Coordinating Committee members, briefings will be scheduled with the 
Technical Advisory Committees for each sponsoring group during the spring of 2000. In addition, 
where sponsoring RTAs or MPOs have existing Citizens’ Advisory Committees, all members will be 
included in the mailing list for all newsletters, but at least one in-person briefing for each group is 
planned as a component of the public outreach effort. 


For both TACs and community advisory committees, there is considerable latitude in scheduling, and 
briefings should be planned to fit each group’s habits and expectations. Nonetheless, all such 
briefings should have occurred prior to the Coordinating Committee’s tentative recommendation of a 
preferred investment strategy. 


Mid-May 2000 -- Newsletter #6 -- Preferred Investment Strategy (tentative) 

In time for distribution at Round III public meetings in mid-May 2000, a full comparison of the 
alternatives and information on how the alternatives measure up to evaluation criteria will be 
prepared in newsletter format. 


4.2.5 Round Three Public Meetings 


May 2000 -- Round II! Public Meetings 

Probably held in the third week of May 2000, Round III Public Meetings occur prior to the 
Coordinating Committee’s recommendation of a preferred investment strategy. The results of the 
trade-off analysis workshop will be presented. A brief presentation will be held at the beginning of 
the open house explaining the trade-off analysis process and outlining the tentatively-selected 
preferred investment strategy. Displays will show a full comparison of the alternatives and show 
what factors were instrumental in the tentative selection of the preferred strategy. 


Most of the meeting will be devoted to participants’ comments on the recommended preferred 
investment strategy. As before, participants will be able to respond in writing, orally, and one-on-one 
to project staff. A newsletter and comment form will be distributed. To assist Coordinating 
Committee members and sponsoring groups in their deliberations, attendees at the public meetings 
will be urged to state their preferences and give their reasons. 


July 2000 -- Newsletter # 7 -- Preferred Investment Strategy 
Following the Coordinating Committee’s recommendation of the preferred investment strategy, a 
newsletter will be issued outlining: 
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e the preferred strategy 

e detailing its components 

e describing costs, benefits and impacts 

e explaining how it was selected over other alternatives 

e projected timelines for implementation of component parts 
e outlining next steps 


e identifying reviews and approvals needed and outlining how (and to whom) to comment 
and to whom about the preferred investment strategy 


Optional -- Newsletter #8 -- Wrap Up 

A decision will be made closer to June 2000 on whether to issue a final newsletter after all necessary 
groups (including MPO Boards) have taken formal action on the plan’s recommendations. If it is 
decided that an eighth newsletter is needed, it will serve as a final “Report to the Community,” and 
will present the approved investment strategy and summarize how the entire study was conducted, 
how the public was involved and how decision making occurred. 


4.2.6 Additional Public Education, Information and Involvement Tools 


As discussed earlier, an ongoing outreach program will be conducted, consisting of sustained low- 
key contact with stakeholders, opinion leaders, civic, business and special interest groups. In 
addition, presentations will be prepared to use at Coordinating Committee, community advisory 
committees meetings, and other organizations in the study area. Up to nine eighteen presentations 
will be made to the Coordinating Committee to report on the progress of the work and the public 
involvement program. 


The database will be supplemented by existing groups’ databases to be used for mailings, with 
labels provided by those groups. 


As described above, seven or eight newsletters will be produced for the study. Now envisioned in 
tabloid size and written in easy-to-understand, journalistic style, the newsletters will be designed to 
provide both general and specific information on the study. They will “translate” technical 
information about the study into understandable English at key milestones, and will provide an 
update on the progress of the work. Newsletters will outline upcoming public activities and explain 
how people can be involved and obtain information about the study. 


An email address will be set up by mid-July 1999, so people can correspond with the study team and 
obtain answers to their questions, and a web page will also be set up, We propose using an existing 
web site as recommended by the Coordinating Committee, perhaps the Ohio DOT using (at least) 
the existing District 12 Ohio DOT web page. All study-generated written materials will be put up on 
the web page. This can include not only public involvement materials, such as newsletters, fact 
sheets, and meeting notices, but technical documents as well, including existing conditions, 
problems statement, goals and objectives and evaluation criteria. This, together with the email 
address, will allow the public ongoing access to the study. 


Where appropriate, PowerPoint presentations at project milestones will be prepared for use by the 
study team and Coordinating Committee members for other outreach. 
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A database will be established, using the NEORail database as a starting point. This database will 
be updated and used for all project mailings. An estimated 3,000-4,000 mailing will be used for the 
kickoff meetings. The list will be pared down after that based on Coordinating Committee selection. 
Updates to the database will include all persons attending public meetings, others who request to be 
on the list, each sponsoring group’s Community Advisory Committee roster, and others identified 
during the ongoing outreach activities. 


4.3 Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology 


The sections below describe the methodology, which were used to develop a set of travel demand 
models, which were used to forecast demand for travel under various scenarios for the Cleveland- 
Akron-Canton Major Investment Study. This study has examined a range of transportation 
alternatives in this corridor, including the use of modes such as commuter rail, which do not currently 
exist. 


Since all three regional areas currently have their own travel forecasting models, the challenge in 
developing forecasts was to use a methodology that makes the greatest use of existing model 
capabilities, while overcoming the inherent limitations of the individual models. Our approach used 
each model to forecast travel within its own geographic area, while creating a new, unified model to 
forecast trips between each region. 


The use of each existing regional model will require modifications to the mode choice formulation to 
add the ability to forecast commuter rail use. The interregional model will use level of service 
variables (time and cost) from the intra-regional models as input to a mode choice model. Surveys 
of both revealed and stated preference will provide estimation data for the development of the 
interregional model. 


4.3.1 Conceptual Framework 


The travel demand analysis component of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland corridor Major Investment 
Study requires a technical approach that responds to the unique aspects of travel behavior 
characteristics and patterns that span three major metropolitan areas, yet treats the corridor as a 
single integrated entity. It must also be sensitive to the full range of alternative strategies and 
facilities that will comprise the set of alternatives under consideration. 


Within this corridor, there are four fundamentally distinct travel markets. The first three comprise 
travel that begin and end within the same metropolitan area (i.e., Akron > Akron). The fourth 
market represents travel that originates in one of the metropolitan areas and is destined to one of 
the other two areas (i.e., Canton > Cleveland). 


In structuring a travel demand modeling technique that is capable of addressing these four travel 
markets, it is imperative that the modeling framework make effective use of the substantial 
investment made by each MPO in developing their individual travel demand model systems. The 
recommended framework for examining travel demand in the corridor for the first three markets will 
be based upon a direct utilization of the existing travel demand models in each of those metropolitan 
areas -- with a set of modest enhancements implemented to comprehensively address the full range 
of modal alternatives. Analysis of the fourth travel market will be overlaid on the three existing 
models and utilize statewide level travel data to quantity and describe the market. 
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4.3.2 Intra-Regional Travel Markets 


In each of the three MPO areas, extensive investments have been made in the development of a 
travel demand modeling capability. At a minimum, there are complex data and logistical differences 
in structure and application of each model system that essentially prohibit any attempt to integrate 
the models into a single unified model system. There is also an important need to maintain 
consistency with previously developed forecasted results within each MPO area. 


The central approach to each of the first three markets, therefore, will be to rely directly upon the 
existing MPO models to produce forecasts for each of the alternative strategies proposed for 
consideration within the corridor. The range of possible modal alternatives will, however, require a 
modest level of enhancement to both the AMATS and SCATS modal choice model components. In 
the case of AMATS, these enhancements will take the form of an extension to the existing 
multinomial mode choice model to form a nested logit mode choice model. It is mathematically 
possible to retain consistency with the existing model at the upper level (or multinomial level) of the 
nest, while adding considerable detail at lower levels of the nest in order to examine various transit 
(i.e., bus, commuter rail, etc.) as well as highway submodes (i.e., HOV lanes). 


The proposed structure for the nested logit model is shown in Figure 4.3-1: 


Figure 4.3-1: Nested Logit Model Structure 


Choice 
Auto Non-Motorized Transit 
Drive Alone Shared Ride Local Express Urban Commuter 
Bus Bus Rail Rail 
Walk Bicycle 
2-Person 3+ Person Walk PNR KNR 


Transit access choice (i.e., walk, park-n-ride, kiss-n-ride) would exist for each of the four transit 
submodes -— local bus, express bus, urban rail, and commuter rail -- but is not shown in the diagram. 


In the case of AMATS and SCATS, the non-motorized nest would be considered “unavailable” given 
the absence of non-motorized travel in the person trip estimates. The SCATS travel demand model 
system does not currently contain a set of purpose-specific mode choice models. For purposes of 
this study, a set of mode choice models, as depicted above, would be added to the model set. In 
both instances (AMATS and SCATS), the mode choice models would be calibrated to yield vehicle 
trip matrix-level estimates there were identical to the existing estimates. 
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4.3.3 Inter-Regional Travel 


Accurately responding to this fourth travel market is complicated by the general lack of data 
quantifying the person trip market that currently exists within the corridor. Two data sources exist 
that will assist in this regard — the ODOT cordon survey and the CTPP statewide element (that 
provides county-to-county travel flows). Both sources have inherent limitations that limit their 
applicability. Fortunately, this study includes a survey which will collect both origin/destination and 
mode choice preferences. The survey will collect both actual (i.e., RP, or revealed preference) and 
hypothetical (i.e., SP, or stated preference) information regarding existing and proposed modal trip 
options. This information will be used to estimate the key parameters in an inter-regional mode 
choice model. The previously mentioned data sources, the ODOT cordon survey and the CTPP 
statewide element, can be used as a calibration database. 


Addressing model choice in this market will rely upon the same nested logit model structure as 
outlined earlier. For model application, the transportation supply data input to this component step 
can be derived from each of the individual regional models, thereby avoiding the need to construct a 
simplified or skeletal network (for inter-regional travel). For example, the computation of highway 
travel time from an origin in Canton to a destination in Cleveland would be the summation of three 
travel time components — (1) the Canton origin to the applicable cordon zone with the Akron region, 
(2) the cordon zone at the Canton/Akron border to the appropriate cordon zone at the 
Akron/Cleveland border, and (3), that cordon to the destination zone within the Cleveland region. 


As depicted in Figure 4.3-2, adequate continuity exists at the borders of each regional model to 
construct the required input level-of-service matrices. As a result, the applicable portion of each 
corridor alternative will be coded in the respective network maintained by the MPO, with the level-of- 
service attributes necessary to describe the fourth travel market assembled from these individual 
components. 
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Figure 4.3-2: CAC Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) 
CAC MIS 
Transportation Analysis Zones 
PTT Soe cae 
PARSE | a 

rete He Si Pte laa 

oh RSE EY 

See uae 

Beane: m4 ao 

ec shty lr? 
Canton MPO 
/\/ Canton MPO Boundary 

TAZ 
Akron MPO N 
/\/ Akron MPO Boundary 
TAZ 
Cleveland MPO Ww E 
/\/ Ceveland MPO Boundary 
/N/ TH 
S 
PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 4-23 





4.3.4 Model Development: Intra-Regional Travel Markets 


This chapter will discuss the model modifications necessary to enhance the current regional travel 
demand models so that they can be used to forecast the required model demand values, and to 
generate level of service matrices for use in the inter-regional model. 


4.3.4.1 Cleveland (NOACA Regional Model) 


The Cleveland Regional Model requires very little modification to meet the needs of this study. The 
trip generation and distribution components are adequate, and the mode choice model lacks only a 

commuter rail sub-nest under the general transit choice. This sub-nest has recently been added to 

the Cleveland model as a part of the recent NEORail Study. We will use this modification, which will 
then complete the Cleveland interregional model for the purposes of this study. 


A brief description of the use of the NOACA regional travel demand model is found in Appendix D. 
4.3.4.2 Akron (AMATS Regional Model) 


The AMATS model is used to forecast travel in the Akron region. The network consists of 788 
internal zones, and 83 external stations. The model uses a standard, 4-step modeling process to 
forecast trips. Since the AMATS model is implemented through the UTPS mainframe planning 
software, the first task will be to translate the model to TRANPLAN format. This will entail the 
following tasks: 


e Reformat data files to TRANPLAN compatible formats. This includes productions and 
attractions, distribution parameters, and networks (highway and transit). 


e Translate JCL and UTPS command files to TRANPLAN format command files. This includes 
network building, skim creation and distribution. Trip generation and mode choice will be 
converted to stand-alone programs. 


A brief description of the AMATS regional travel demand model is found in Appendix D. 
4.3.4.3 Canton (SCATS) Regional Model 


The Canton regional model is currently a three-step model, which generates vehicle-trips, and 
distributes them in preparation for assignment. No mode choice model currently exists. The primary 
modification to the model will be to create a person-trip table, and implement a mode choice model. 
This will require the following steps: 


1. Convert the trip distribution vehicle-trip tables to person-trips. This will be done by 
purpose, using a fixed auto occupancy for each purpose, applied to the daily trips. One 
obvious source of auto occupancy factors is the AMATS model. 

2. Create a transit network and skim generation features in the model. 

3. Implement a mode choice model capable of estimating transit share for the Canton region. 
It is suggested that the AMATS modified model be implemented for the Canton region, 
adjusting bias coefficients to match any existing intra-regional transit trip-making. 


A brief description of the SCATS regional travel demand model is included in Appendix D. 
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4.3.5 Inter-Regional Travel Markets 


This section will discuss and identify the information necessary to develop the inter-regional travel 
demand model. This model will be a mode choice model used to estimate the number of inter- 
regional trips by mode. It will depend upon the regional models for level of service components, and 
express results in terms of zone-to-zone movements between all zones in all three regions. 


Demand-Side Data Sources 


Information on travel demand in the inter-regional areas will be essential in estimation, calibration 
and validation of the inter-regional model. Three sources of inter-regional data are available: 


1. 1990 CTPP trips 


This trip table contains the home and work location for workers in the study area and 
beyond. It covers only home-based work trips, and was collected as a part of the 1990 
census. It contains detailed information on the mode used, vehicle occupancy, time of 
travel, and other socioeconomic data such as auto ownership and income. While it 
provides information on work trips only, and is fairly old, it is a large sample, and provides 
good origin-destination and/or production-attraction trip information, factored to represent 
all trips. The CTPP can provide HBW calibration targets for mode choice and trip length 
frequency. The data should be summarized in both trip end and trip table format. Some 
conversion may be necessary to place it in the context of the unified inter-regional zone 
system. 


2. 1995 AMATS Cordon Survey 


This survey, completed in 1995, captures all of the trips in and out of the Akron region. 
Since Akron is located between Cleveland and Canton, the trip records gathered can be 
used to construct person-trip tables by purpose for all trips traveling between the regions. 
This data can be used to supply observed non-work as well as work trip travel estimates. 
They do not include transit trips. While both ends of the trip records have been geo- 
coded, the complete information is distributed among several data sets. In order to 
obtain a complete zone designation for each end of each trip record, the alphanumeric 
address information should be used to match and identify trip records. 


3. Revealed Preference/Stated Preference Survey 


This survey will capture 1,000 trips within the corridor, including those using transit. This 
is the only source of data, which will provide us information necessary to estimate the 
mode choice model coefficients for commuter rail since the survey will gauge the 
attractiveness of this mode through a series of questions describing this “hypothetical” 
mode. The RP/SP survey will provide a set of disaggregate trip records and modal 
choices, which we can used to estimate utility parameters for the inter-regional mode 
choice model. Information gathered will include the purpose of the trip, mode (stated and 
revealed) and socioeconomic information about the traveler and his/her household, such 
as auto ownership and income. 


4. Cleveland, Akron and Canton Regional Model 
The current regional models themselves can also provide some information on inter- 
regional travel. By comparing the internal-to-external, external-to-internal and through 
trips for each regional model, we can generate some general information on interregional 
travel, consistency among the models, and trip purpose. Though this information is 
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probably the least accurate source of those mentioned above (since it is not derived 
directly from observation) it can provide an additional check on the remaining sources, 
and at the same time give us an indication of the relative compatibility of the regional 
models in terms of inter-regional travel. 


Traffic Counts 


Traffic volume information was provided by the MPOs and ODOT. MPO Existing 
volumes were provided by: NOACA - 1993 TDM; AMATS — 1997 map; and SCATS — 
1998 map. ODOT’s Office of Technical Services also provided the traffic count data for 
this study corridor. At the time this study was conducted, the best available data for 
Cuyahoga County were traffic counts on the major arterials done in 1992, and on the 
Jennings Freeway in 1999. Summit County traffic counts were done in 1992, and Stark 
County traffic counts were done in 1996. These counts, especially those taken at the 
cordon lines, are used for model validation and in post-processing efforts. 


Supply-Side Data Sources 


The level of service information required for the inter-regional mode choice model includes the 


following: 


In-Vehicle travel time 

Wait time (initial and subsequent) 
Access/egress time 

Number of transfers 

Transit fare 

Highway time and cost 

Trip distance 


In order to get this information for the corridor as a whole, the variables must be generated within 
each of the three regional models, and then selectively combined to form the unified, inter-regional 
values required for the inter-regional mode choice model. 


Combining these level of service values will require the following steps: 


1. 


Establish a new zone system, which encompasses the three regional models. Due to 
software limitations, this may require aggregation of some zones, which are not within the 
study area itself. A complete zone correspondence list should be developed relating the 
unified, inter-regional zone system to the corresponding regional zone systems. A map 
showing the new zone numbering system for the inter-regional data should also be 
prepared. 


Create a correspondence between the southern external stations of the Cleveland model 
with the northern external stations of the Akron model. Likewise, a correspondence 
should be established between the southern external stations of the Akron model and the 
northern external stations of the Canton model. This correspondence will allow us to link 
together the level of service variables developed at each region. 

Modify skim-creation parameters to be uniform and consistent for each regional model. 
Create a standard set of TRANPLAN command files, which will generate all skims for 
each region. 





PARSONS 


April 2002 


BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 4-26 





4. Create a set of matrix manipulation steps, which merge the regional skims to form a set 
of unified skim matrices representing the level of service variables for the corridor. This 
could be done either through application of the TRANPLAN matrix compress, expand, 
manipulation and update utilities, or through a stand-alone program. Special attention 
should be paid to prevent including the time and distance attributed to the common- 
station external centroid connectors in this calculation. 


Identification and Treatment of Special Generators 


The special generators included in each regional model should be reviewed for their applicability to 
inter-regional travel. For example, trips to Jacob’s Field should include not only trips from the 
Cleveland region, but from Akron and Canton as well. Trips to Cleveland International Airport, as a 
further example, should also be properly represented in the context of the inter-regional study area. 
In general, any land use which attracts trips from beyond it’s own metropolitan region should be 
identified and checked to see that the trips attracted to it are distributed appropriately within the 
corridor study area. 


A brief description of the mode choice model's inter-regional mode choice model is found in 
Appendix D. 


4.3.6 Stated Preference/Revealed Preference Model Estimation 


Since commuter rail is not a current option in the corridor, it is necessary to collect information on 
what mode travelers would choose given a specific hypothesis regarding modal options. This is the 
purpose of the stated preference survey. This survey will result in a ranking of modal alternatives, 
given a set of level of service parameters for commuter rail, and all other relevant modes. In 
addition, revealed preference surveys will collect data on what travelers actually choose, given the 
present modal options. The inter-regional model development work will be done using these two 
types of observations of travel behavior in the CAC corridor: stated preference observations and 
revealed preference observations. 


A brief description of the stated preference/revealed preference survey procedure, together with 
copies of the survey instrument and other information related to the survey is found in Appendix D. 


4.3.7 Model Application 


Once the model parameters are estimated and implemented in model application software, both the 
regional models and inter-regional models will be used in conjunction to create a total travel forecast 
for the region. The models will be executed as follows: 


1. Run the regional models individually. 
This will estimate intra-regional travel by mode. At the same time, procedures will be 
created to save pertinent level of service data from each regional model, such as travel 
times, costs and transfer information. 


2. Run procedure to merge level of service data. 
In this step, an automated procedure will be used to merge the regional level of service 
data into a unified set of matrices, which represent travel within the corridor, including 
zone-to-zone trips. 
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3. Run the inter-regional model 
In this step, the merged level of service data will be used along with a corridor trip table to 
generate modal shares within the corridor. 


4. Assign inter-regional transit trips 
The inter-regional model modal trip table will be assigned to the proposed modal network 
to allow analysis of boarding and alightings along the corridor and at key station 
locations. 
The output of the model will allow evaluation of modal alternatives. This includes the following 
information: 


e Transit boardings and alightings by station 

e System-wide effectiveness measures such as VMT and VHT 

e Mode shares by purpose and geography (origin and destination districts) 
e Highway vehicle loadings 

e Savings in travel times and speeds between alternatives 

e Revenue estimation 


4.3.8 Model Modifications 


In preparation for the testing and examination of the set of practical alternatives, an extensive review 
and analysis of the corridor level travel demand models, forecasting procedures, and model inputs 
was performed. The scope of this review and analysis embodies five key elements: 


e Mode Choice Model Utility expressions -- variables and coefficient relationships; 
e Specification and Accuracy of Cordon Level Vehicle Trip Values; 

e Post-Processing Methods & Procedures; 

e Detailed Evaluation of Commuter Rail Forecasts; 

e Peak Hour Assignment Tests & Evaluation 


A summary of the modifications performed under each of these elements is found in 
Appendix D. 


4.3.9 Stated/Revealed Preference Survey Results — Preliminary Analysis 


This section presents and discusses some of the results of the preliminary analysis of the Stated 
Preference (SP) survey data collected in the CAC corridor as part of the development of a model of 
travel in the corridor. 


It is important to recognize that the analysis providing these results is preliminary and is limited to 
just the SP data. Analysis of the Revealed Preference (RP) data jointly with the SP data is required 
before the mode split component of the travel model can be developed. A summary report of the SP 
survey results is included in Appendix D. And it is the resulting travel model that will ultimately be 
used to assess the relative merits of the infrastructure and policy options to be considered for the 
corridor. Notwithstanding the above warning, it is worthwhile to consider some of these results and 
the indications that they provide regarding the various options for the corridor. 
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Sample 


The sample includes interviews with a total of 722 respondents, with the following distribution among 
trip purpose categories: 


65%, are ‘home-based work’ (HBW) trips; 
31%, are ‘home-based non-work (or other)’ (HBO) trips; and 
4%, are ‘non-home-based’ trips. 


These distributions are presented graphically in Figure 4.3-3. 


Figure 4.3-3: Trip Purposes, All Modes 





Only the results for the HBW and HBO trips are considered below. 
Rating Scores 


The distributions of the 0 to 10 rating scores for the mode alternatives considered in the survey are 
shown in Figure 4.3-4 (for HBW trips) and Figure 4.3-5 (for HBO trips). Both the mean value and + 
one standard deviation from the mean value are shown for each mode alternative. 


The description of an alternative includes values for particular attributes, including components of 
travel time, money cost and headway. The values for these attributes in the hypothetical alternatives 
influence the rating scores to some extent — which means that the rating scores can be taken to 
indicate attitudes to the mode alternatives on their own for the population of travellers in the CAC 
corridor only to the extent that the values for the attributes in the hypothetical alternatives are 
realistic values. 
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Figure 4.3-4: CAC SP 0 to 10 Rating Scores for Alternatives; HBW 
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Recognizing this limitation, there are some observations that can be made as follows: 
e There is a relatively wide variation in rating scores for each alternative. This arises in part 
because there is a corresponding range of attribute values for each alternative. 
e The ‘current auto’ alternative has the highest mean value score. It is unknown to what 
extent this is a result of (a) relatively attractive attribute values compared to (b) ex post 
justification. 
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Figure 4.3-5: CAC SP 0 to 10 Rating Scores for Alternatives; HBO 
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The ‘current transit’ alternative has the next highest mean value score. This could also be 
influenced to some extent by ex post justification. 


The hypothetical auto alternatives have the next highest mean value score, particularly for HBO 
trips. These should not suffer from ex-post justification — thereby indicating more completely the 
impact of the attributes as presented. Further analysis could be used to determine the extent of the 
ex-post justification effect. 


The scores for the various ‘bus’ and ‘rail’ alternatives are roughly the same for both HBW and HBO, 
regardless of the access mode, with some tendency for the scores for the ‘walk to bus to rail’ 
alternative to be lower. 


The distributions of SP rankings — from 1° choice to 4" choice among the alternatives as shown in 
Figure 4.3-6 (for HBW trips) and Figure 4.3-7 (for HBNW or HBO trips) — are consistent with the 
above indications provided by the ratings. 
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Utility Expressions 


The influence of the attribute values can be separated from the influences of the other ‘non-attribute’ 
components of each mode by statistical analysis — where the SP ranking data are used to estimate 
utility function coefficients for logit models of the choices displayed by the rankings. These other 
‘non-attribute’ components include the aspects of the alternatives other than (and beyond) the time, 
money and headway elements — including the more general comfort, flexibility, convenience and 
‘image’ elements. 





Figure 4.3-6: RP/SP Survey Modal Rankings - HBW 
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Figure 4.3-7: RP/SP Survey Modal Rankings - HBNW 
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The utility functions for the various alternatives have the following general form: 


Ui = dx (O7AKi) + Yn Ci 


where: 

= index representing alternatives 
k = index representing attributes 

n = index representing constants 
U; = utility for alternative i 

A, = coefficient for attribute k 

Axi = attribute k for alternative i 

Cri = constant n for alternative i 


The coefficients for the attribute values provide indications of the influences of the attributes 
themselves. The coefficients for the constants provide indications of the influences of the remaining 
‘non-attribute’ components of the different mode alternatives, including the general attitudes to these 
alternatives. These indications of the influences of the non-attribute components provide useful 
further insights and are considered in the subsequent section. 


The specific utility functions for the alternatives are as follows, with two forms of constants used to 
represent the non-attribute components: 
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Uauto = 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time in Auto + 
Q2 * Road Toll + 

Q2 * Parking Charge + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

Constant(s) 


Uwalk to bus = 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time on Bus + 
Q>. * Fare + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

a, * Headway + 

Constant(s) 


Uauto to bus = 

a, * In-vehicle Ride Time in Auto + 
a, * In-vehicle Ride Time on Rail + 
Q2 * Parking Charge + 

Q2 * Fare + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

a, * Headway + 

Constant(s) 


Uwalk to rail = 

a, * In-vehicle Ride Time on Rail + 
Q>. * Fare + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

a, * Headway + 

Constant(s) 


Uauto to rail = 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time Driving in Auto + 
a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time on Rail + 

Q2 * Parking Charge + 

Q2 * Fare + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

a, * Headway + 

Constant(s) 


Uwalk to bus to rail = 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time on Bus + 
a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time on Rail + 
Q>2 * Fare + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

a, * Headway + 

Constant(s) 
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Ucarpool = 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time to Meet Point + 

a, * In-Vehicle Ride Time in Carpool Vehicle + 
Q2 * Parking Charge at Meet Point + 

Q2 * Gas Cost + 

Q2 * Parking Charge at Destination + 

a3 * Walking Time + 

Constant(s) 


Estimated Coefficients 


The estimated values for a, , G2 , 3 and a, and for the constants in the utility expressions are shown 
in six attached tables as follows: 


e Table 4.3-1 shows the numerical results for both HBW and HBO trips with the constants 
based on the alternatives as presented; 


e Figure 4.3-8 shows in graphical form the $ equivalents of the results for HBW trips with the 
constants based on the alternatives as presented; 


e Figure 4.3-9 shows, again in graphical form, the $ equivalents of the results for HBO trips 
with the constants based on the alternatives as presented; 

e Table 4.3-2 shows the numerical results for both HBW and HBO trips with the constants 
based on the modes included in the alternatives; 

e Figure 4.3-10 shows in graphical form the $ equivalents of the results for HBW trips with the 
constants based on the modes included in the alternatives; and 


e Figure 4.3-11 shows, once again in graphical form, the $ equivalents of the results for HBO 
trips with the constants based on the modes included in the alternatives. 








These various results presented in the tables listed immediately above provide indications of the 
influences of both the attributes values and the ‘non-attribute’ components of the alternatives. 


Table 4.3-1: CAC SP Estimation Results - Using Constants for Alternatives 





HBW HBW HBW HBW HBO HBO HBO HBO 
Variables units coefficient stderror coefficient std error coefficient std error coefficient std error 
(utils) (utils) ($ eqv) ($ eqv) (utils) (utils) ($ eqv) ($ eqv) 
Attributes 
In-Vehicle Ride Time (for a1) minutes -0.01020 0.00269 0.10 0.03 -0.00482 0.00411 0.04 0.03 
Money Cost (for a2) $ -0.09929 0.00810 1.00 0.08 -0.12450 0.01280 1.00 0.10 
Walk Time (for a3) minutes  -0.02935 0.00409 0.30 0.04 -0.02349 0.00623 0.19 0.05 
Headway (for a4) minutes -0.00617 0.00076 0.06 0.01 -0.00587 0.00113 0.05 0.01 
Constants 
Auto All The Way Alternative 2 0.00000 - 0.00000 - 
Walk to Bus Alternative 3 -0.49850 0.10200 5.02 1.03 -1.34200 0.15400 10.78 1.24 
Auto to Bus Alternative 7 -0.42640 0.09300 4.29 0.94 -1.01100 0.14300 8.12 1.15 
Walk to Rail Alternative a -0.26170 0.10100 2.64 1.02 -1.11000 0.15600 8.92 1.25 
Auto to Rail Alternative 7 -0.26450 0.09370 2.66 0.94 -0.97660 0.14500 7.84 1.16 
Walk to Bus to Rail Alternative . -0.92840 0.10800 9.35 1.09 -1.77700 0.16900 14.27 1.36 
Carpool Alternative 7 -1.14800 0.09370 11.56 0.94 -1.67100 0.14200 13.42 1.14 
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Figure 4.3-8: CAC SP Estimation Results — Using Constants for Alternatives; HBW 
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Figure 4.3-9: CAC SP Estimation Results — Using Constants for Alternatives; HBO 
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Table 4.3-2: CAC SP Estimation Results - Using Constants for Modes 





HBW HBW HBW HBW HBO HBO HBO HBO 
Variables units coefficient | stderror coefficient stderror coefficient stderror coefficient std error 
(utils) (utils) ($ eqv) ($ eqv) (utils) (utils) ($ eqv) ($ eqv) 
Attributes 
In-Vehicle Ride Time (for a1) minutes -0.01018 0.00269 0.10 0.03 -0.00482 0.00411 0.04 0.03 
Money Cost (for a2) $ -0.09934 0.00810 1.00 0.08 -0.12430 0.01280 1.00 0.10 
Walk Time (for a3) minutes -0.02938 0.00409 0.30 0.04 -0.02339 0.00622 0.19 0.05 
Headway (for a4) minutes -0.00618 0.00076 0.06 0.01 -0.00585 0.00113 0.05 0.01 
Constants 
Auto Mode - 0.00000 - 0.00000 - 
Bus Mode - -0.47700 0.09560 4.80 0.96 -1.29100 0.14600 10.39 1.17 
Rail Mode - -0.27960 0.09680 2.81 0.97 -1.16200 0.14800 9.35 1.19 
Bus and Rail Mode 7 -0.92830 0.10800 9.34 1.09 -1.77500 0.16900 14.28 1.36 
Walk Access - 0.00000 - 0.00000 - 
Auto Access 3 0.03262 0.07300 -0.33 0.73 0.23330 0.10800 -1.88 0.87 
Carpool Mode - -1.14100 0.09370 11.49 0.94 -1.67000 0.14200 13.44 1.14 
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Figure 4.3-10: CAC SP Estimation Results — Using Constants for Modes; HBW 





18.00 
16.00 
14.00 
12.00 
10.00 
8.00 
6.00 
4.00 
2.00 
0.00 
-2.00 
-4.00 




















$ Equivalent 

















10 $s of Money Cost 
Auto Mode 

Bus Mode 

Rail Mode 

Bus and Rail Mode 
Walk Access 

Auto Access 
Carpool Mode 


10 Minutes of In-Vehicle 
Ride Time 

10 Minutes of Walk Time 

10 Minutes of Headway 


Variables 


Some observations about the results for the attributes values and the indications they provide can be 
made as follows: 


e The results for the attribute values (that is, the estimates for a,,,d2.03, and, a.) are virtually 
identical for the two different treatments of the constants. 

e All the results for the attribute values have signs (+ or -) consistent with expectations and 
results obtained elsewhere. 

e All the results for the attribute values have standard errors much smaller than the 
corresponding estimated values — indicating that all these estimates are relatively precise 
and are significantly different from O and therefore should be included in the utility 
functions. 

e The implied money value of in-vehicle ride time is 6.16 dollars per hour for HBW trips and 
2.32 dollars per hour for HBO trips, which is consistent with expectations and with 
analogous results obtained elsewhere. 
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Figure 4.3-11: CAC SP Estimation Results — Using Constants for Modes; HBO 
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The ratio of walking time sensitivity to in-vehicle ride time sensitivity is 2.88 for HBW trips and 4.87 
for HBO trips. This result for HBW trips is consistent with expectations and results obtained 
elsewhere. This result for HBO trips is rather high in the range of expected values, but there is 
comparatively little experience regarding this sort of result — suggesting it would be appropriate to 
accept this value. 


The ratio of headway time sensitivity to in-vehicle ride time sensitivity is 0.61 for HBW trips and 1.22 
for HBO trips. This result for HBW trips is somewhat low in the range of expected values, but not 
significantly so. This result for HBO trips is consistent with expectations. 


The various observations listed above altogether provide a strong basis for accepting the results for 
the attribute values (for a1, G2, a3 and ay). 


Some observations about the results for the ‘non-attribute’ components of the alternatives as 
presented and the indications they provide can be made as follows: 


e The effects of the non-attribute components for the public transport alternatives (the ‘rail’ 
and the ‘bus’ alternatives with either access mode) are worse for HBO trips than they are 
for HBW trips. 
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The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘walk to bus to rail’ alternative are 
much worse for HBO trips than they are for HBW trips. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘carpool’ alternative are worse than 
they are for any other alternative for both HBW and HBO trips. 

The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘auto’ alternative are better than they 
are for any other alternative for both HBW and HBO trips. 

The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘rail’ alternatives (with either access 


mode) are not as bad as they are for the ‘bus’ alternatives — particularly for HBW trips — 
but the differences are not significant in a statistical sense. 


It should also be noted that other estimations whose results are not shown here indicated that the 


sensitivity 


to in-vehicle ride time for the bus and rail alternatives (with either access mode) is 


significantly lower than the corresponding sensitivity to in-vehicle ride time for the auto. This is 


consistent 


with expectations in that travelers can do various things while riding in a public transport 


vehicle that they cannot do while driving, which acts to reduce the relative ‘cost’ of the time that is 
spent riding in a public transport vehicle. 


Some observations about the results for the ‘non-attribute’ components of the modes included in the 
alternatives and the indications they provide can be made as follows: 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘rail’ and the ‘bus’ main modes are 
worse for HBO trips than they are for HBW trips — which is consistent with the results 
obtained for the ‘rail’ and the ‘bus’ alternatives as presented with their access modes. 
These results are also consistent with expectations in that suggest that the non-work 
activities associated with HBO trips make these trips comparatively less regular, less 
arrival-time critical and more likely to involve transporting or carrying goods than HBW 
trips — all of which acts to make the ‘rail’ and ‘bus’ modes less suitable than the ‘auto’ 
mode. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘walk to bus to rail’ main mode are 
worse than they are for any other mode for HBO trips, with the effects of those for the 
‘carpool’ main mode a close second. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘carpool’ main mode are worse than 
they are for any other mode for HBW trips. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘rail’ main mode are slightly better 
than they are for the ‘bus’ main mode alternatives, but the difference is slight and not too 
significant in a statistical sense. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘auto’ main mode are better than they 
are for any other main mode for both HBW and HBO trips — which is consistent with the 
results obtained for the alternatives as presented. 


The effects of the non-attribute components for the ‘auto’ access mode are better than 
they are for the ‘walk’ access mode for both HBW and HBO trips, although this difference 
is not too significant for HBW trips in particular. This suggests that one or more factors 
are acting to make the walking environments around bus and rail facilities in the corridor 
relatively less appealing. 
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4.4 Conclusions 


The following conclusions can be offered: 


The results of the utility function estimations done with the SP ranking data are broadly 
consistent with the 0 to 10 ratings included in the SP data, and the indications provided 
by these results are reasonable. 


Both the ‘rail’ and the ‘bus’ modes, with either walk or auto access, are less attractive 
than the auto mode, in part because of the greater time costs involved with the ‘rail’ and 
‘bus’ modes, but also in a large part because of the effects of factors other than just the 
time, money and headway components of the services offered. The relative impacts of 
the potential differences in in-vehicle ride times and money costs can be more fully 
assessed when the joint RP/SP estimations have been completed and used to develop 
the resulting mode split model for the corridor. 


The negative effects of factors other than just the time, money and headway components 
of both ‘bus’ and ‘rail’ services — acting to reduce the attractiveness of these services 
relative to those of the ‘auto’ mode — are comparatively strong for HBO trips in particular; 
roughly equivalent to an increase of about $10.00 in money charge. They are much 
weaker for HBW trips; in the order of an increase of about $3.00 in money charge. This 
suggests that bus and rail services will be much more successful at attracting HBW trips 
out of autos than they will at attracting HBO trips out of autos. The very small proportion 
of trips in the sample that are non-home-based suggests that such trips will not form a 
large component of the trips using either ‘bus’ or ‘rail’ in any case. 


It would appear that improvements to the walking environment, or the image of the 
walking environment, around bus and future rail stations in the corridor would help 
encourage use of the ‘bus’ and ‘rail’ modes. 
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5.0 STUDY PROCESS 


Since the projects recommended in the Preferred Alternative are expected to compete for 
Federal Funds, the CAC MIS has followed the study process prescribed by the Federal 
Transit Administration and the Federal Highway Administration. During the course of the 
study, the Coordinating Committee further refined the study process to reflect the evaluation 
leading to a Preferred Alternative consisting both transit and highway alternatives. Figure 
5.0-1 shows the steps involved in the Major Investment Study Process. 


Figure 5.0-1: Major Investment Study Process 
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The figures on the following pages (Figures 5.0-2 and 5.0-3) depict the New Starts Study 
Process and the ODOT Project Development Process. These processes will need to be 
followed for highway and transit projects that move into the next phase of study. 


Also, since the transit portions of the recommended Preferred Alternative are expected to 
compete in the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Process, efforts have been made to 
insure compliance with the steps detailed in that process. 
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Figure 5.0-2: New Starts Study Process 
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Figure 5.0-3: ODOT Project Development Process 
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5.1. Alternatives Studied 


The MIS established screening criteria to be used to evaluate proposed alternatives. Using 
these criteria, three rounds of screening reduced the number of alternatives considered and 
refined alternatives carried forward. Coordinating Committee agreement and public feedback 
were considered at each major step in the screening process. 


This study set out to develop “bookend” projects that would address the transportation 
problems in the corridor. This meant looking at the “least” that could be recommended to the 
“very most” that could recommended. In developing these options the committee met to 
discuss the pros and cons of each improvement. Some improvements were highway only, so 
these were referred to as “H” options, the commuter rail improvements were the “R’” options, 
the light rail improvements were the “LRT” options, and the bus improvements were the 
“BRT” options. Not every option was carried all the way through the analysis, but the 
committee worked very hard to decide which options would be carried through for further 
analysis. This was a difficult process because there were several competing priorities among 
the member agencies of the committee, and reaching a consensus was challenging. 


5.1.1 Screening Criteria 


Based on the goals and objectives as well as on FHWA and FTA requirements, the following 
screening criteria were developed to evaluate the alternatives. Alternatives were measured 
against each criterion using a number of quantitative and qualitative measures. 


e Effectiveness: To what extent does an option meet the purpose and need and 
goals and objectives of the study? 


e Cost-effectiveness: To what extent does an option meet the purpose and need 
and goals and objectives commensurate with its costs, financial and non-financial? 


e Financial feasibility: To what extent is sufficient funding available — or likely to be 
available - to support construction, and operation and maintenance of an option? 


e Environmental: To what extent does an option enhance or degrade the natural, 
social or economic environment? 


e Equity: To what extent does an option provide an equitable distribution of benefits 
and costs among various subgroups of the population? 


5.1.2 Initial Screening 


The initial screening of options for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor 
MIS consisted of three phases: first, the elimination of options because of characteristics that 
make their implementation extremely unlikely and/or because they clearly do not address the 
study’s purpose and need and goals and objectives; second, the selection of options for initial 
travel-demand-forecast analysis and other measures associated with the evaluation criteria; 
and third, the elimination of options based on further refinement of the evaluation tools, 
primarily on the reviews conducted for the travel-forecast decisions. All model runs were 
compared to the baseline “No-Build” alternative, which was comprised of the “committed” 
(planned and funded) projects of each of the MPOs. 
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Following the MIS study process (see Figure 5.0-1), an initial round of single mode 
transportation options was identified and evaluated. These alternatives included: 

e Highway widening 

e HOV Lanes (High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes) 

e Reversible Lanes 

e Continuation of I-490 east from 55th Street to |-480/Broadway* 

¢ Commuter Rail Cleveland-Aurora 

¢ Commuter Rail Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Kent 

¢ Commuter Rail Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Hudson 

¢ Commuter Rail via the National Park (Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad)* 

e Light Rail* 

e Subway” 

e Bus Rapid Transit 

e Express Bus 

e Monorail/People Mover* 

e Magnetic Levitation Rail* 

e High Speed Rail* 


Options eliminated in initial round of evaluation* 


The following is the rationale for the elimination of options noted above: 


Option Reason for elimination 


Highway on New Alignment Eliminated from further study due to environmental concerns 
(neighborhood disruption) and previous public decisions by 
NOACA and other agencies to permanently remove the option 
from regional plans in 1979. Federal funds originally allocated 
for the project were spent on alternative projects, including 
major bridge repairs and highway improvements. 


Cuyahoga Valley Presents environmental hazards for a National Park; 

Scenic Railroad geographically removed from population centers. CVSR could 
operate excursion service between Canton and Akron on the 
proposed commuter rail alignment as an interim use. 





Subway Too expensive; not appropriate to serving longer trips in 
suburban-density areas 

Monorail/People Mover More appropriate for shorter trips. 

Magnetic Levitation Rail Too expensive; high speeds would limit the number of stations 
and result in fewer riders. 

High Speed Rail Too expensive; more appropriate for longer trips. 
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The Coordinating Committee also considered more extensive expansion of highway lanes on 
some highway links but discarded this approach due to potential social and environmental 
effects. 


Due to the length of the corridor, expansion along all of the corridor’s facilities was not 
feasible. The areas of significant congestion and high accidents were identified and 
approved by the Coordinating Committee. The goal of this study was to study options that 
improve the conditions in these specific areas, therefore improving inter-regional mobility. 


This initial screening was made on a qualitative, rather than quantitative, basis, before the 
development of detailed cost, ridership and cost-benefit analysis. However, the performance 
of similar systems in other cities was used to provide order-of-magnitude information on the 
likely costs and benefits of such systems. One-page evaluation forms were created in the 
first round analysis and approved by the Coordinating Committee. These forms were filled 
out for each of the options that were considered to have fatal flaws. The reasoning for the 
ratings assigned was documented and these evaluation sheets were included as a part of 
Tech Memo 5 (See Appendix E). 


Detailed analysis of options, based on financial, patronage and social-environmental factors 
is thus limited to those options that offer the best potential for successfully addressing the 
travel needs of the corridor. 


5.1.3 Second Round Screening 


In the second round of screening, combinations of transportation modes and specific 
alignments for the implementation of service improvements were developed for the initial 
round of testing using the transportation models and for development of conceptual cost 
estimates and other data to facilitate analysis. These alternatives were developed based on 
the information gathered in the initial round of screening, on ideas presented by the members 
of the committee, stakeholders, members of the public, and the consultant team. Several 
abbreviations are used throughout this section as a means to simplify the list of alternatives. 
The following list helps to define the modes in Figure 5.1-1. 

e H=Highway (1-6 various levels of improvements) 

e TSM = Transportation System Management 

e TDM = Travel Demand Management 

e R-1K = Commuter Rail — Basic Service Level via Kent 

e R-2K = Commuter Rail — Enhanced Service Level via Kent 

e R-1H = Commuter Rail — Basic Service Level via Hudson 

e R-2H = Commuter Rail — Enhanced Service Level via Hudson 

e LRT = Light Rail (1-NS various alignments) 

e BRT = Enhanced Bus (1-3 various alignments and routings) 
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The initial list of alternatives developed to address the corridor's transportation problems 
included the following: 


Figure 5.1-1: Alternatives for Second Round Screening 





Single M ode Alternatives 


« No-Build 
> H-1, H-1A 
« TSM /TDM 
> H-2 (ITS induded with H-1A for modeling) 
« Highway 
> H-3, H-4, H-5, H -6 
¢ Commuter rail 
> R-1K, R-2K, R-1H, R-2H 
¢ Lightrail 
> LRT 1,LRT 2,LRT 3,LRT NS 
« Busoptions 
> BRT 1, BRT 2, BRT 3 
Pe 











Options Selected for Initial Modeling and Analysis 


The two-stage initial screening process resulted in a decision to conduct travel forecasting for 
the options listed below. These options were expected to produce stronger performance than 
the others, and also represent configurations that would provide analysis results that would 
be helpful in evaluating deferred options. 


Transit: Combinations of mass transit modes and alignments were evaluated by small 
groups. These groups were comprised of Coordinating Committee members and 
representatives of the transit agencies. The groups developed the following as the options 
for initial model runs. 


e R2-H Commuter Rail: Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Hudson 
e R2-K Commuter Rail: Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Kent 
e LRT-2B Light Rail: Cleveland-Richfield via I-77 / Rail Alignments 


e BRT 3 Express Bus: Major Transit Expansion — Increased frequencies and coverage 
On inter-county express bus routes. Through-routing GCRTA, METRO and SARTA 
services to serve inter-regional commuter travel as well as increased park and ride 
and transfer facilities; and express/HOV lanes on I-77 north of I-480. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 5-8 





Highway: Small groups comprised of Coordinating Committee members and representatives 
of the MPOs, FHWA and ODOT identified highway improvement projects to address the 
transportation problems in the corridor. They chose the following as the most logical initial 
model runs, because of their potential to produce the most output information, on which 
decisions for the next round of model runs would be based. 


e H1: “No Build”, including committed projects, 


e H1-A: “Future Projects” in addition to H1, including intelligent transportation systems 
improvements (ITS), and travel demand management (TDM)/transportation system 
management (TSM), 


e H3: Special Use Lanes — two reversible express/HOV lanes on I-77 north of Pleasant 
Valley to the Cleveland CBD (providing connections to I-480, I-490, I-90 Broadway 
and Pershing), 


e H4: Basic Expansion in addition to H1 and H1A — highway widenings, 


e H5: Moderate Expansion in addition to H1, H1A and H4 — highway widenings and 
interchange improvements, 


e H6: Major highway Expansion, in addition to H1, H1A, H4 and H65; including 
additional lanes and interchange improvements. 


The recommended interchange improvements address the safety and operational features of 
specific interchanges considered to have design deficiencies (i.e., short ramps, half 
interchanges, and bad merging patterns). 
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Figure 5.1-2: Alternatives Identified for Second-Round Screening Analysis 


Highway - No-build, including committed projects 


HI Highway — Future projects in addition to H1, including ITS, 
: TDM/TSM 


Special use lanes — 2 reversible express/HOV lanes on I-77 
north of pleasant Valley 


Major highway expansion, in addition to H1, Hla, H4 and 
H5 


Commuter Rail — Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Kent 


BRT 3 Express Bus — Major Transit Expansion 





Commuter Rail — Cleveland-Akron-Canton via Hudson 


LRT-2B Light Rail — Cleveland-Richfield I-77/Rail Alignments 


Examining the alternatives listed above, the committee recognized that some of these 
alternatives had greater potential than others for addressing the project's purpose and need 
and meeting the goals and objectives. In addition, testing all of these alternatives in detail, 
including transportation model runs and cost estimating, would have depleted the resources 
of the study, leaving no additional consultant technical resources available for testing 
subsequent rounds of alternatives to develop a preferred alternative. With these issues in 
mind, the committee identified a short-list of alternatives for testing. 


These alternatives were selected both because members of the coordinating committee and 
consultant team believed, based on their professional judgment and preliminary analysis, that 
they were most likely the strongest of the alternatives under consideration. In addition, these 
alternatives were believed to offer the opportunity to provide information that could be used to 
infer results for other alternatives that were not tested. For example, commuter rail service 
linking Cleveland, Akron and Canton via Hudson was tested at two levels of rail service 
volume: "basic," or relatively infrequent, peak oriented service, and "enhanced," or relatively 
frequent and all-day service. Commuter rail via Kent was tested only at the "basic" service 
level. However, examining the differences in performance between the "basic" and 
"enhanced" levels of service on the route via Hudson allowed the committee to estimate the 
ridership for an "enhanced" service level on the route via Kent. 


These results could be used to infer the performance of "short-turn" commuter rail 
alternatives such as Cleveland-to-Akron and Cleveland-to-Cuyahoga Falls services. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 5-10 





Similarly, testing the highway option with the greatest magnitude of highway improvements 
(H6) allowed the committee to estimate the likely performance of less extensive highway 
improvement alternatives such as H4 and H5. This approach allowed the Coordinating 
Committee to gather some information about alternatives that were less promising than those 
tested but were potentially viable. 


Figure 5.1-3 describes how this "themes and variations" approach was used to evaluate 
transit alternatives. The upper row of boxes identifies the transit alternatives that actually 
were tested using the transportation models, detailed cost estimates, environmental analysis 
and other testing. Interpretation of the test results for these alternatives allows the committee 
to evaluate the "variations," the alternatives listed in the lower row, which are effectively less 
extensive or slightly different versions of the tested alternative. 


Figure 5.1-3: Initial Model Run Selections 


Initial Model Runs: 
Themes and Variations 


R 2 H Commuter Rail: 


Cleveland-Akron-C anton 
via Hudson 


R 2 K Commuter Rail: 


Cleveland-Akron-C anton 
via Kent 


B RT3 Express Bus: 


Ultimate Bus Network, no 
HOV/Busway facilities 





Variations : 

* Terminate at Akron 
(R1H) 

* Terminate at 
Cuyahoga Falls 
(Alternate R1H) 

* Terminate at 
Macedonia (LRT NS) 








Variations : 

* Operate via E.71 St- 
Broadway (LRT 1B) 

* Operate via SR 21 
(LRT 1A, 2A) 


Variations : 
* Terminate at Akron 
(R1K) 





Variations : 
* With HOV/Bus lanes 
(Alternate B3) 


A similar procedure was used to make initial modeling decisions for highway options. The 
highway options each consist of numerous independent improvements of relatively short 
length as compared to the transit options. The identification of specific highway 
improvements that were modeled is included in Appendix F. 


The initial set of alternatives was evaluated by the Coordinating Committee against the five 
evaluation criteria discussed in Section 5.1.1 above. The Coordinating Committee first 
determined whether there were any potentially serious problems with equity or environmental 
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issues. The “public/political feasibility” criterion includes the financial feasibility criterion. 
Public feasibility is assessed in terms of strong versus weak, whereas political feasibility is 
assessed in terms of the existence of any fatal flaws. “N” (for “no”) under political feasibility 
simply means that at this time, no political fatal flaws have been identified. For this level of 
screening the effectiveness criterion was based on new transit ridership, and the cost- 
effectiveness criterion was a generalized assessment of the likely capital cost compared to an 
assessment of the likely new ridership. The composite evaluations, used as a guide by the 
Coordinating Committee during this process, are included in Figures 5.1-4, 5.1-5 and 5.1-6. 
Highway component evaluations are included in Figure 5.1-7. These ratings are an internal 
comparison only. They are compared against the other options of a particular mode. 


Figure 5.1-4: Commuter Rail Options 


Second Round Screening 


Potential Commuter Rail 
Options 





Alternative Effectiveness ee: Public/ Political Environmental 


(Ridership) (§/ Rider) Feasibility (Fatal Flaw?) 


Equity Initial 
(Fatal Flaw?) Model Run 
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Cuyahoga Falls -Akron 
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Figure 5.1-5: Light Rail Options 
Second Round Screening 


Potential Light Rail Options 





LRT-1A 
Cleveland-Richfield 
SR21/E.71st/ Busway 








LRT-2A 
Cleveland-Richfield 
|-77/East 71st/Broadway 








LRT-1B 
Cleveland-Richfield 
SR21/Rail Alignments 








LRT-2B 
Cleveland-Richfield 
1-77/Rail Alignments 








LRT-NS 
Cleveland-Macedonia 
SR21/I-271 























Strong 





Figure 5.1-6: BRT Options 
Second Round Screening 





BRT-1 
Enhanced, Existing, 
Planned 








BRT-2 
Expanded 








BRT-3 
“Ultimate” 











+ Busway Option 
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Figure 5.1-7: Highway Options 
Second Round Screening 


Potential Highway 
Options 


Potential Highway 
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The CAC MIS Coordinating Committee decided to defer consideration of two variations of 
light rail alignments in favor of performing initial ridership forecasts for the LRT 2-B route, 
which appeared to be the most promising option. The LRT 2-B alignment ran between 
Downtown Cleveland (Tower City) and Richfield (I-77/SR 21 interchange). South of I-480, 
the alternative would operate in the alignment of I-77. North of I-480, the alternative would 
use existing freight rail rights-of-way and GCRTA’s east side Red Line tracks. 


The Coordinating Committee also decided to not add a Cleveland-Solon-Aurora rail option, 
because it did not appear to sufficiently address the study’s Purpose and Need and served a 
different travel market than that served by the facilities in the CAC corridor, and portions of 
the alignment were outside the CAC study corridor. It was also understood that this 
alignment would be evaluated as part of Phase Two of the NOACA Northeast Ohio 
Commuter Rail Feasibility Study (NEORail II). The alignment was evaluated as part of that 
study, which was completed in May of 2001. 


Major Findings of the Single Mode Analysis 


The performance of the alternatives identified in the single-mode analysis was tested in 
isolation using the regional and inter-regional transportation models. Commuter rail, light rail 
and bus alternatives were tested in the travel demand model assuming no further 
improvements in the highway network beyond those identified in the "no-build" alternative 
(highway alternative H1). The highway alternatives H3, H3A and H6 assumed specific 
packages of highway widening and other highway improvements over and above those 
identified in H1. A summary of the capital cost, transit ridership and highway level of service 
generated for each of the alternatives is listed below. 


Table 5.1-1: Capital Costs and Ridership of the Initial Transit Options 
(Comparison to No-Build) 


























R-2H R-2K LRT-2B BRT 3 
(enhanced) (enhanced) 
Total Daily Ridership 
(Boardings) 4,290 3,810 1,600 | 2,500 (new riders) 
Capital Cost $560 million $590 million | $510 million $29 million 








Table 5.1-2: Capital Costs of the Initial Highway Improvements 





H1 Hla H3 Special H4 H5 
No-Build Future Use Lanes/ Basic Moderate 


H6 
Major 


H3 elevated Expansion | Expansion | Expansion 
































Construction | $553.7 million | $33.1 $801 million 
Costs (maint. & rehab only) | million $1.1 billion | $1.1 billion | $1.1 billion | $1.7 billion 
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The results of the single-mode alternatives analysis indicated generally that the transit 
options, especially the rail options, would be high in capital cost relative to the number of new 
riders they would attract, and would have a minimal impact on highway congestion on the 
major highways in the corridor. The highway improvements for their part were found to be 
extremely high in capital costs, and further analysis determined that even the most expansive 
of options left several key areas of congestion (as low as LOS F) in the study corridor. 
However, several members of the Coordinating Committee noted problems with the 
performance of the travel demand models, which cast serious doubt on the accuracy of the 
transit ridership and highway performance results produced by the model for the initial round 
of alternatives. Problems with the transit ridership were resolved through a post-processing 
analysis that reduced the number of short trips predicted by the initial model run. More 
serious and unrelated problems related to traffic assignment and the mode choice model 
were resolved by enhancements to the forecasting model. 


While internal consistency allowing for comparisons between the alternatives was 
maintained, Coordinating Committee members identified possible inaccuracies in the results 
at the time, and the decision-making process, which considered these results, took into 
account the possibility of inaccuracies in the absolute volume of travel demand and on 
possible inconsistencies in the assignment of trips on the highway network. 


After the initial round of testing of the single-mode test alternatives was completed, several 
enhancements were made to the forecasting model. These changes included: 


e Changes to the mode choice model to more accurately reflect commuter rail demand 
in relation to trip distance and orientation to the Central Business District. These 
changes were formerly implemented in a post-model procedure. 

e Use of the ODOT-standard “40-40-20” incremental assignment methodology as 
applied to the AMATS highway network. This replaces the equilibrium assignment 
procedure used earlier. 


e Achange in the post-processing of highway volumes for AMATS, which reduced the 
number of unreasonable link forecasts. 


It should be emphasized that these changes in no way invalidated the initial round 
comparisons, since by using the same model methodology, all alternatives were treated 
equally. In addition, the mode choice modification simply moved a model feature from post- 
model to being integral with the model, with the result being only minor changes to the 
forecast transit results. Finally, in subsequent model analysis updated 2025 data from a new 
AMATS planning date forecast replaced older 2025 data that had been based on 
extrapolating past (1990-2020) trends to 2025. The H1 alternative was re-run with these 
model changes to provide a consistent base for subsequent alternative comparisons. The 
existing and 2025 model results level of service is shown in Figure 5.1-8. 
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The committee then decided to combine the alternatives to see if a combination of transit and 
highway improvements would better address the Purpose and Need of the study. 


Because of the high cost in relation to the level of ridership, the light rail option was 
recommended for deletion from further study at this point. Also, at the consultant’s 
suggestion, the commuter rail alignment to Kent was recommended for deletion (details of 
this analysis is contained in Appendix kK). 

Prior to transportation modeling, this package of suggested improvements was presented to 
the public and the MPOs to confirm the direction of the study and the choices made to date. 
Feedback was obtained through a series of five public meetings and presentations at all of 
the MPO transportation advisory committees and policy boards. 


At the direction of the AMATS Policy Committee, the Kent commuter rail alignment was 
carried into the screening of the multi-modal alternatives. 


5.1.4 Third Level Screening - Multi mode Alternatives 


The Coordinating Committee combined the options as detailed on the chart below for 
ridership forecasting purposes. 


Figure 5.1-9 — Multi-Modal Alternatives, 
Tested in Third Round Screening 


a 
M1 Widen, add lanes, upgrade & Maus sous 
modernize (H7) 
: Feeder Bus System 
M2 Widen, add lanes, upgrade & Via Hudson Enhanced Express 
modernize (H7) 
Bus System 
Widen, add lanes, upgrade & 
M3 modernize None ies ree 
AND Reversible Lanes (H8) y 
Widen, add lanes, upgrade & Feeder Bus System 
M4 modernize Via Hudson Enhanced Express 
AND Reversible Lanes (H8) Bus System 
: Feeder Bus System, 
M5 ee Via Kent Enhanced Express 
modernize (H7) 
Bus System 
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The details of the transit and highway options chosen for the multi-modal alternatives analysis 
are listed in Appendix G. 


Prior to travel demand modeling, cost estimating and other analysis, this package of 
suggested improvements was presented to the public and the MPOs to confirm the direction 
of the study and the choices made to date. Feedback was obtained through a series of five 
public meetings and presentations at all of the MPO transportation advisory committees and 
policy boards. The alternatives were refined based on the results of the single-mode 
alternatives analysis, public feedback and input from the Coordinating Committee and 
consultants. 


At the direction of the AMATS Policy Committee, the Kent commuter rail alignment was given 
further consideration as a possible alternative. It was tested as alternative “M5’ together with 
the “H7” package of highway improvements. 


Alternatives Modeled 


The third round of screening included six alternatives; four of these alternatives with 
significant transit investments. These included: 


M2, which includes 
e the H7 package of major highway widening throughout the corridor, 


e high-frequency commuter rail service between Canton, Akron, and Cleveland via 
Hudson; 


e feeder bus routes serving commuter rail stations in Summit County; enhanced, 
modified express bus service in the I-77 corridor between Akron and Cleveland; and 


e an expanded transit center and park-and-ride system. 


M3, which includes 
e the H8 highway improvement package (H7 plus reversible lanes in I-77 in northern 
Cuyahoga County), 


e alarge expansion of the express bus system in the I-77 and SR 8 corridors, and an 
expanded transit center and park-and-ride system. 


M4 is the same as M2 except for the inclusion of the H8 reversible lanes. 


M5 is the same as M2 except for using the Canton-Akron-Cleveland commuter rail alignment 
via Kent and appropriate changes to the feeder bus and park-and-ride lot systems to account 
for the change in commuter rail alignment. 


Two other alternatives included no transit improvements. These were H1, the existing and 
committed, or “no-build,” alternative; and M1, which included only the H7 highway widening 
package. 
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5.1.5 Selection of the Preferred Alternative 


More detailed analysis of these alternatives was completed, however, the initial analysis 
provided the following general conclusions: 


The M2 alternative performed best out of the transit alternatives against most 
evaluation criteria in reducing highway congestion, adding transit riders and improving 
transit mode split, improving connections for low income and transit dependent 
residents and employees, and other factors. However, it did not relieve congestion on 
the corridor’s major highways significantly better than M1, despite the significant 
capital investment and operating cost of the transit improvements. 


Alternative M3 produced only slightly more ridership than alternative M1 and slightly 
less than H1, the no-build alternative (the highway capacity improvements in the H7 
highway package reduce traffic congestion, which in turn reduces transit ridership 
throughout the corridor compared to the no-build alternative). The primary effect of 
M3 is to reduce the size of transit ridership loss that results from the congestion relief 
provided by the highway improvements. 


The M4 alternative did not perform significantly better than M2 in spite of the added 
investment of the H8 reversible highway lanes. These lanes were discarded from 
further consideration. The H8 reversible lanes that were part of alternative M3 and 
M4 do not reduce highway congestion sufficiently, are high in capital cost, raise 
operating issues that are unique in the area’s highway system and provide no other 
benefit save capacity improvement, and thus were discarded from further 
consideration. 


Alternative M5 was discarded because it includes the commuter rail alignment via 
Kent. As noted above, the Kent alignment compares unfavorably to the Hudson 
alignment in addressing the purpose and need of the CAC study, for the following 
reasons: 


o the Kent commuter rail line would carry fewer passengers than the Hudson line 
in spite of higher operating costs and only slightly lower capital costs, 


othe Kent alignment is longer than the Hudson in mileage and travel time for 
inter-regional trips, 

othe Kent alignment does not parallel major congested highways in the corridor 
as closely as does the Hudson alignment, 


o the Hudson alignment also captures a larger travel market as it travels through 
the communities of Macedonia, Hudson, Stow and Cuyahoga Falls. The Kent 
alignment passes through Twinsburg, Streetsboro and Kent, but these markets 
are smaller and have fewer Cleveland-oriented commuters. 


Although less expensive than the Hudson alignment, the Kent alignment’s ridership 
was significantly lower and the alignment’s location, while technically located in the 
study corridor, was not central enough to the corridor to significantly impact traffic 
congestion on major highways in the corridor. 


While the M2 alternative performed best overall there was only a small congestion relief 
benefit attributed to it over M1. The cost of developing the commuter rail is very expensive, 
but the benefits of commuter rail are in meeting the goals of increased travel options, in 
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addressing environmental concerns, and in providing and incentive for communities to make 
land use and zoning changes that will orient development in the area around the commuter 
rail system. Bus services in the corridor are not very expensive in terms of corridor wide 
improvements, but their operation can be easily changed or withdrawn, and thus do not 
represent the same level of commitment on the part of the transit agency to providing on- 
going service to a community, on which land use and development changes might be based, 
as does rail transit. In addition, bus transit services will not function at an optimal level 
without improvements to the corridor highways (the M3 alternative’s performance is 
dependent on reversible lanes in I-77 north of Pleasant Valley Road, which were removed 
from consideration). In addition, in a few cases the highway improvements recommended 
“over-improved” congested highway sections to highway levels of service higher than LOS 
“D”. Financial capacity analysis was completed at the end of the third-round screening 
process; however, the Coordinating Committee considered it reasonable to assume that the 
local share of the capital costs of developing such a system (around $965 million, including 
highway, rail and bus improvements) might be beyond the projected financial capacity of the 
transportation agencies serving the corridor. 


The CAC Coordinating Committee requested and received information on a package of key 
evaluation factors necessary in determining a preferred alternative; these are included as 
Appendix M. This matrix was used only as a guide in the decision making process. 


The CAC Coordinating Committee also asked the consultants to prepare a lower-cost 
package of improvements. Working with the consultants in small groups, consisting of 
members of the Coordinating Committee and representatives and other members of the local 
transportation agencies, transit and highway options were analyzed, and an improvement 
package was developed as a draft preferred alternative. 
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6.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION 
6.1 Description of the Preferred Alternative 
6.1.1. Highway Elements 


The following describes the recommended number of lanes and associated interchange and 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements that the Coordinating Committee 
believes will be necessary to achieve adequate levels of service (LOS) on the roadways in 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland study area. Constructing these proposed additional lanes 
should provide a LOS D or better for all of the roadways with the exception of a few short 
sections of I-77 and SR 8 in Akron. The number of additional lanes that would be necessary 
to achieve an LOS D or better along the entire highway network within the study area was felt 
by the Committee to be infeasible within the 25-year planning horizon of this study. As such, 
the preferred alternative highway network (H9) represents a scaling back of the highway 
widenings that were proposed in both the H7 and H8 networks tested in the second multi- 
modal round of alternatives testing in order to reduce costs and avoid over building the 
highway system. A lesser build out on the highway network would also address air quality 
concerns that began to surface with the more extensive build out found in the earlier tested 
H7 and H8 highway networks. 


Table 6.1-1: H9 Projects and Capital Costs 


Project 
Total Cost Length 
Description (Millions) (Miles) 


Cuyahoga County 

Widen Road from 6 to 7 Lanes 

Widen Road from 6 to 8 Lanes 

|-480/I-77 Interchange Improvements 

Widen Road from 6 to 8 Lanes 
Pleasant Valley - Widen Road from 4 to 6 Lanes + Interchange 
|-480 Merge - i Widen Road from 6 to 8 Lanes 
Broadway/Forbes - |-480/Broadway/Forbes Interchange 
|-271/Rockside - |-480/l-271/Rockside Interchange Improvements 
1-90 ITS Improvements 
1-77 - ITS Improvements 
1-71 - ITS Improvements 
SR 176 I-271 merge ITS Improvements 
US 422 1-80 ITS Improvements 
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Project 
Total Cost Length 
Description (Millions) (Miles) 


Ghent Road Widen Road from 4 to 6 Lanes 
SR 162 Widen Road from 4 to 6 Lanes 
East Avenue Widen Road from 6 to 8 Lanes + Interchange 
Main Street Widen Road from 6 to 8 Lanes 
Central Interchange Improvements 
Widen Road from 4 to 6 Lanes 
|-277/l-77 Interchange Improvements 
|-277/l-76 Interchange Improvements 





Howe Rd Interchange Improvements 
Reconstruct as a Freeway 

Ghent Road ine |ITS Improvements 

1-77 ITS Improvements 

1-76 ITS Improvements 

Central Interchange |Graham Road ITS Improvements 


Total: $356.50 


Project 
Total Cost Length 
Description bad (Miles) 
Stark County 
|-77 Summit County Line |US 30 ITS Improvements a 70 


Total: $2.70 





Figure 6.1-1 shows the expected LOS on the major highways in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
corridor in the year 2025 with the improvements recommended above in place. 
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Figure 6.1-1 - Resulting H9 Level of Service, 2025 
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Capital Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated capital costs per county of all the highway 
improvement elements recommended in the draft preferred alternative. 


Table 6.1-2 - Capital Cost Estimates of Highway Improvements in the LPA (000’s) 














Cuyahoga County $240.3 
Summit County* $386.2 
Stark County $2.7 
Total $629.3 














“Includes $31.1 million for widening on I-77 between the Akron-Canton 
Airport and SR 241 in Summit County, which is a project that is already 
under design, but does not yet have a full commitment for funding 
construction. 


Operating Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated annual operating costs assuming that all of the 
highway elements of the draft preferred alternative are completed. 


Table 6.1-3 — Annual Operating & Maintenance Cost Estimates of Highway 
Improvements in the LPA (000’s) 














Cuyahoga County* $242.0 
Summit County* $213.0 
Stark County $0 
Total $455.0 














* Annual maintenance costs associated with the widening improvements 
depend on the actual year in which each project is constructed. The 
values in the above table represent a total operations and maintenance 
cost per year using an ODOT average of $7,000 per lane mile per year 
assuming a full build-out of the highway widenings recommended in the 
LPA. 
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The projects recommended as part of the locally preferred alternative were not prioritized as 
a part of this Major Investment Study. Comparing the levels of service and existing safety 
concerns on each section to determine which are the worst and then scheduling 
improvements to those projects first typically determine prioritization of projects. However, 
certain projects may depend upon the completion of other projects before they can be 
implemented. For example, the LPA includes a recommendation to widen |-271 from 4 to 6 
lanes between SR 8 and I-480in northern Summit County. At the northern end of this project 
in Cuyahoga County, the existing two northbound lanes of |I-271 merge with an additional 2 
lanes from I-480 westbound to become a shared 3 lane section for approximately 4.5 miles to 
the north. This is an acceptable lane balance (2+2=3 = one merged lane). 


With the recommended widening in Summit County, the new configuration of the northbound 
movement would consist of 3 lanes from I-271 plus 2 lanes from I-480 merging into an 
existing shared 3 lane section (3+2=3). This is not acceptable lane balancing because two 
lanes are forced to merge. The recommendation to widen the shared section of I-271 and I- 
480 from 6 to 8 lanes just to the north in Cuyahoga County automatically provides the proper 
lane balance (8+2=4 = one merged lane) and therefore needs to be in place prior to the 
construction of the project immediately south. 


The other recommendations, particularly the adjacent highway widenings but also the 
interchange improvements adjacent to highway widening recommendations, need to be 
examined in a similar way to assure that there are enough lanes in place on either end of a 
project to accept traffic from the new lanes being constructed. If a recommended widening 
that is being programmed for implementation is dependent on another recommendation that 
has not yet been programmed, the limits of the currently desired project may need to be 
extended to eliminate the potential for lane imbalances or the creation of new bottlenecks 
elsewhere in the system. 


6.1.2 Transit Elements 
Commuter Rail 


In the two earlier rounds of detailed alternatives testing, this study examined commuter rail 
alternatives with alignments that spanned the length of the corridor, from Canton through 
Akron to Cleveland via Hudson and via Kent. For example, the commuter rail options with 
alignments running from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson were tested in alternatives M2 and 
M4, in the second round of alternatives testing. The commuter rail systems identified in these 
alternatives cost an estimated $454 million in total capital investment, cost an estimated 
$14.8 million to per year to operate, and would carry an estimated 5,600 daily riders. The 
commuter rail element of the locally preferred alternative represents a minimal operating 
segment of the commuter rail operating only from Tallmadge Avenue, north of downtown 
Akron, to Cleveland on the alignment via Hudson. The total capital investment required to 
permit implementation of this service is estimated at $171 million, with an estimated annual 
operating cost of $6.7 million and an estimated daily ridership of 2,700. In addition to 
removing the costs of the capital improvements required to operate service south of 
Tallmadge Avenue in Akron—including track and signal improvements, stations, and a flyover 
bridge between the north side of Akron and downtown, the capital cost estimate for the LPA 
commuter rail element reduced the estimated costs of rolling stock and reduced the cost of 
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the downtown Cleveland station, as well as some other elements. These changes in the 
capital cost assumptions make it somewhat difficult to compare the full-length options to the 
LPA option. 


The Coordinating Committee agreed that a shorter alignment such as one from Downtown 
Akron to Downtown Cleveland was more feasible, however, crossing the CSX mainline to get 
the trains into Downtown Akron would be very costly, so an alternative station north of 
Downtown Akron —Tallmadge Avenue was recommended as the beginning and end of the 
commuter rail line for this study. 


The emerging preferred alternative includes the first segment of an anticipated multi-segment 
commuter rail system. Segment | would provide service between north Akron and Cleveland. 
Subsequent segments could extend the line south to downtown Akron and, ultimately, to 
downtown Canton. These segments could be programmed based on factors such as 
projected demand, changes in traffic, demographic or land-use patterns, and availability of 
funding. 


Table 6.1-4: Preferred Commuter Rail Alternative Costs and Ridership 























P1 — Commuter Rail Annual Capital Annual Operating Est. Daily 

Cost Cost Ridership 
Cleveland-Hudson- Tallmadge Ave. $171 million $6.7 million 2,700 
Alignment 


The proposed commuter rail alignment is shown on Figure 6.1-2. Commuter rail would 
operate from the North Coast Transportation Center site in downtown Cleveland south to 
Akron via Hudson. The alignment would stop short of downtown Akron, with a terminal 
station and storage facility located alongside the CSX mainline immediately north of 
Tallmadge Avenue, just west of Home Avenue. 


Station Locations 


Nine stations have been identified to serve the commuter rail alignment between Cleveland 
and Akron. 


e The proposed Akron Station site is located at the tracks just north of Tallmadge 
Avenue. This site is preferred over the proposed Downtown Akron station sites 
because it avoids the high costs of improvement required to cross the CSX main 
line between Tallmadge Avenue and Downtown Akron. CSX has indicated that 
they would be unwilling to allow commuter rail service to cross its mainline at 
grade near downtown Akron. A flyover ramp to cross the CSX right of way has 
been estimated to cost around $50 million. This obstacle is not only main cause 
for terminating the commuter rail service in the initial phase at Tallmadge Avenue, 
but also is the major obstacle preventing extension of commuter rail to Canton. 
Negotiation with CSX over the level of improvements necessary to permit crossing 
their right of way could eliminate the need for this high cost item; however absent 
a resolution of this issue the study has to assume that such an improvement would 
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be necessary for commuter rail to enter downtown Akron along this alignment. 
Discussions between METRO and CSxX are continuing regarding the issues in 
Akron. In the meantime, excursion service operated by the Cuyahoga Valley 
Scenic Railroad between Akron and Canton would provide an interim use for 
METRO's ROW and an alterative mode to access the Cuyahoga Valley National 
Park from Canton. 
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Figure 6.1-2 Commuter Rail Alignment and Station Locations 
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The other station sites are in the same location as those used in the second round of 
alternatives testing. 


The next station north of Akron is in Cuyahoga Falls at Broad Boulevard. This site 
may not lend itself to a large station with parking because of a lack of undeveloped 
or underdeveloped land nearby, but it is a potentially good location for those 
traveling to the station via transit, walk, or kiss-n-ride access, and is within walking 
distance to many Cuyahoga Falls residents. 


The proposed Hudson site is at the corner of Main Street/Darrow Road and 
Streetsboro Street. This station would be in downtown Hudson, and would be 
very visible and easily accessible to local residents. The recommendation is to 
have a park-and-ride lot on the site of this station. 


The proposed Macedonia station site is just north of East Highland Road between 
|-271 and East Valley View Road (south of SR 82). This site was chosen because 
of the easy access for those traveling on I-271 and SR 82 in their commute toward 
Downtown Cleveland. This station has enough space to provide a park-and-ride 
lot to those using the commuter rail service. 


The Bedford station would be located at Powers Road, southwest of Broadway 
Avenue (SR 14). This station is a central location within Bedford and is in close 
proximity to City Hall, Bedford Hospital, and Northfield Road (SR 8). A park-and- 
ride lot is assumed to be available at this site. Since this will be a terminal station 
for many rail trips, turn-back and storage facilities for two trains will be necessary. 
A location for such services has not been identified. 


The Garfield Heights station site would be located at |-480 and McCracken Road. 
There is a large park-and-ride lot planned at this interchange, which would 
enhance the attraction of this station. This station would be the nearest park-and- 
ride lot to downtown Cleveland; however, congestion on I-480 and I-77 could 
make it attractive to many drivers from south and east of Cleveland. 


A station is proposed for near the intersection of E 88" Street and Union Avenue 
in the southeast side of Cleveland. This location is near a major node of bus 
transfer activity that would provide collection and distribution for reverse 
commuters using the service. The station would also be accessible on foot and 
would have a kiss-and-ride turn around for cars, but would not include a park-and- 
ride lot. 


The East 55" Street Station would be located near Euclid Avenue and E 55" 
Street in Cleveland. This would provide the connection with the Euclid Corridor 
Transit Project, a busway project from East Cleveland to downtown Cleveland. 
The Euclid Corridor busway service would provide distribution from the commuter 
rail to the Cleveland Clinic, University Circle, Cleveland State University and other 
employment areas in the Euclid corridor. This station also would not have a park- 
and-ride lot. 
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e The downtown station would be located at the North Coast Transportation Center 
Site, as recommended in the Cleveland Intermodal Hub Study. However, the 
actual cost of developing the North Coast Transportation Center would not be 
necessary to implement a low cost commuter rail option, and thus cost estimates 
assume a less extensive (and less costly) terminal station facility in downtown 
Cleveland. Maintenance and Storage facilities in downtown Cleveland would be 
located at the E. 26th Street Yard. 


Service Frequency 


The proposed alternative provides little track capacity improvement between Bedford and 
Akron. Therefore, only two trains will operate in each peak period, in the peak direction, over 
the entire right-of-way between Akron (Tallmadge Avenue) and Cleveland. These two trips 
would be scheduled to operate one hour apart and would be timed to arrive in Cleveland 
around 7:15 a.m. and 8:15 a.m., and to depart downtown Cleveland at 4:30 p.m. and at 5:30 
p.m. The details of this plan will be negotiated with the rail operators who own the operating 
rights to the rights-of-way. However, the committee and consultants assume that the railroad 
would permit this small number of trains each day (essentially, 4 each day, 2 in each 
direction, with no deadhead movements) operate on their right-of-way without significant 
capital investment in their line between Bedford and Tallmadge Avenue. 


Capacity improvement necessary between Downtown Cleveland and Bedford will permit 
practically unlimited service volumes in that area of the alignment; however, the demand for 
service between Bedford and Cleveland, as indicated by travel demand forecasts, indicate 
that demand probably can be met by three trains in each peak period in the peak direction, in 
addition to those trains operating from Akron-to-Cleveland. Operational efficiencies could 
permit an additional reverse commute rail trip between Cleveland and Bedford. 


Complementary Bus Service 


The rail service would be complemented by bus service to complete the trip from Canton to 
the Akron Station and downtown Akron, and to provide reverse-peak and off-peak service not 
provided by the rail service (see Figure 6.1-3). Figure 6.1-4 shows an enlargement of the 
Cleveland area. Bus services would make stops at stations and park-and-ride lot sites 
according to whether the trip is primarily oriented to serve traditional commuters or reverse 
commuters, and whether parallel bus services provide access to users. 


Two buses from Canton would meet the two Akron-Cleveland trains. These trips would serve 
park-and-ride lot locations in downtown Canton, at or near Belden Village Mall and at the 
proposed Shuffel Road interchange before completing their trip to the Akron (Tallmadge 
Avenue) station via I-77 and SR 8. These trains would retrace the same trip from trains 
arriving in Akron from Cleveland in the afternoon. 


Buses from downtown Akron would meet the three Bedford-Cleveland trains in the morning 
peak period. These two buses would originate at Cascade Plaza in Downtown Akron. The 
buses would bypass the Tallmadge Avenue rail station but would serve the rail stations at 
Cuyahoga Falls, Hudson and Macedonia from an alignment along SR 8 and I-271, before 
terminating at the Bedford station. These buses would also retrace their way back to Akron in 
the afternoon. 
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Figure 6.1-3: Express Bus with Commuter Rail Complementary Service 
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Figure 6.1-4: Express Bus with Commuter Rail Complementary Service 
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A reverse-commute bus would meet the one of the morning rail trips from Cleveland to 
Bedford to complete the trip to downtown Akron. These trips would reverse the order of stops 
on the morning peak-direction bus service from Akron to Bedford, stopping at the station sites 
in Macedonia, Hudson and Cuyahoga Falls before completing the trip to Akron. The trip 
would also meet the one afternoon Bedford-to-Cleveland rail trip. At mid-day, a bus would 
make a trip from Cleveland to Canton. This bus would connect to all stations on the 
commuter rail system by a roadway alignment, to give commuters to Cleveland a way to get 
home if necessary in the middle of the day. 


Feeder Bus Service 


The feeder bus services and associated park-and-ride lots in Portage and Summit Counties, 
which accompanied the commuter rail services in the third round of alternatives testing, have 
been eliminated. 


Figure 6.1-5: Draft/Potential Commuter Rail and Bus Service 
Inbound/Outbound Weekday Schedule 
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area nemhts _[rsvancucwnncea | 682 [Dep. | 624 | O54 | 724 | 754 | B24 | 405 | 5:5 | 
Bast@eth —————~ds sets unpnave | 688 [Dep. | 692 | 702 | 702 | 802 | 32 | 443 | 5:3 | 
Bast55th ——~—ide some envomave. | 60.9 [Dep. | 637 | 707 | 737 | 807 | 837 | 448 | 5:8 | 


Train# 101 102 101 103 102 101 101 





Italics indicate where service is provided by express bus. 
Bold indicates where passengers must transfer between rail and bus. 
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OUTBOUND (SOUTHBOUND / EASTBOUND) Train# 101 102 101. 102-101, 103.101 
Read Down TRIP NUMBER:| 402 | 404 [ 406" ] 408 [ 410 | 412 | 414 | 416 
t Location M ibage A.M. A.M. A.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. 
PublcSquam ———([N.coasttmnse.cenee [ 0.0 [Dep. | 6:50 | 7:30 [71-457 400 | 430 [5:00 | 5:30 | 6:00 | 
eee Saeusee 15.0 Aw_| 76 [756 [ - [426 | - [5:26 | - [6:26 | 
Dep. | 7:27 | - ‘| 12:37 | 4:31 | 4:56 | 5:31 | 5:56 | 6:37 | 

Macedone skeen ——SSC*«dYC A. «7a | - ~~ sf247 [ 442 | 5:07 | 542 | 607 | 642 | 
Hudson sama Stectbomstecs | 27.5 [Am | 743 | - | 1259[ 457 | 5:16 | 557 | 616 | 657 | 
CaywhogaFals—[awadboevan —=«d|_ 86.4 [Am | 758 [| - | 1:74 | 502 | 527 | 602 | 627 | 7.02 | 
-Railstati ‘ Arr, OT | TT 532 | 32 | 
968 [Dep [|_| aa [537 [637 
[a SE ea el a el ea eG 

1:34 

Dep. [ - | - [7a [ - [see | - [eset = 
Dep | - | - [279 | - [ez | - [72 , - 
Dep [ - | - | 229] - | oa2 | - [7st - | 
Ar. [| - | - | 244[ - | 647 [ - | 7a7[ - 
a ee ee ee re ee 
Bus # 11 9 1 10 1 6 9 


*—The m Oday bus trp from downtown C bveland departs fom 9th St.& Lakeside. 
Italics indicate where service is provided by express bus. 
Bold indicates where passengers must transfer between rail and bus. 


Express Bus 


To further reduce the costs attributable to the improvements recommended as part of the 
LPA, the scope of express bus services (not including the express connector services 
described in the commuter rail section) has been scaled back considerably from those tested 
in the second round of alternatives testing. The changes to the existing express bus network 
in the proposed LPA are limited to: 


e an increase in the service frequency and the changes in the alignment of the 
existing METRO North Coast Express X61 bus route; 
° the elimination of X60 (which closely parallels the commuter rail route); and, 


° the addition of a new route connecting the proposed park-and-ride lot at SR 21 
and I-77 to downtown Cleveland. 


The alignment changes to the X61 bus route include 


e moving the Akron terminus from downtown to the new park-and-ride lot at 
Rolling Acres Mall; and, 


° the extension of some trips to University Circle via the Euclid Corridor Busway. 


Increases in service frequency on other bus routes and through-routing of bus routes that 
meet at the county lines, which were recommended in earlier rounds of alternatives testing, 
remain promising strategies for improving inter-regional transit service and streamlining bus 
operations. However, these improvements are not included in the proposed LPA for the 
purposes of travel demand and cost estimation. 
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Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers 


Bus based park-and-ride lots also have been greatly scaled back in the proposed LPA. As 
noted above, the Akron, Hudson, Macedonia, Bedford, and Garfield Heights rail stations are 
anticipated to include park-and-ride lots. The stations in Cuyahoga Falls, downtown 
Cleveland and at E. 88" St. and E. 55" Street in Cleveland would not include park-and-ride 
lots. Bus park-and-ride lots to be served by the commuter rail are also proposed at Akron- 
Canton Airport, Belden Village Mall and downtown Canton. Additional bus park-and-ride lots 
proposed by GCRTA, METRO, AMATS and ODOT, which were overtly included in 
alternatives screened in rounds 2 and 3 of testing are recommended, but are not included in 
the preferred alternative for the purposes of travel demand modeling or cost estimating. 


Fare Policy 


For purposes of this study, the Committee assumed commuter rail trips would cost $2 each 
way within a single county and $3 if one crosses county lines. Commuters using connecting 
bus service to-or-from Stark County would pay an additional dollar, bringing the one-way fare 
to $3 for a trip to Summit County and $4 for Cuyahoga County. Other bus services would 
honor existing fare policies, which permit free transfers between services of all public transit 
agencies. 


Capital Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated capital costs of the commuter rail, bus and 
park-and-ride elements of the draft preferred alternative. 


Table 6.1-5 Capital Costs Estimates of the Preferred Alternative 





Draft Preferred Alternative—Capital Cost Estimates 




















Commuter Rail: Tallmadge Ave.-Cleveland $171 million 
Bus Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers $15.5 million 
Commuter Bus Rolling Stock (14, including additional spares) $4.9 million 
TOTAL Transit Capital Cost $191 million 





Operating Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated annual operating costs of the commuter rail 
and bus elements of the draft preferred alternative. 


Table 6.1-6 Operating Costs Estimates of the Preferred Alternative 





Draft Preferred Alternative—Annual Operating Cost Estimates 





























Commuter Rail: Tallmadge Ave.-Cleveland $6.7 million 
Commuter Bus, including Rail-Bus $1.1 million 
TOTAL Transit Annual Operating Costs $7.8 million 
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Appendix | contains mode choice tables which show the number of trips by mode for each 
alternative, disaggregated by MPO region and between intra-regional and inter-regional trips, 
and by trip purpose (such as home-based work, home-based other, and non-home based 
trips). These tables indicate the magnitude of the shift between highway modes (including 
both driving alone and shared-ride), between transit modes (bus, existing rail transit, and 
commuter rail for those alternatives where it is applicable) and between motorized versus 
non-motorized modes. Also included in Appendix | are commuter rail ridership tables 
showing daily productions and attractions by station. The Mode choice and ridership tables 
for the preferred alternative are included in Appendix N. 


Meeting on January 19, 2002, the Coordinating Committee reviewed the proposed preferred 
alternative and accepted its elements as the committee’s recommendation. The following 
consensus statement documents the Committee’s agreement. 


Statement of Consensus 


As Agreed Upon by CAC Coordinating Committee 
January 2002 


The Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Investment 
Study (CAC ITC MIS) was initiated to investigate the modal options available to 
alleviate the highway congestion and safety issues that currently exist, and are 
projected to increase, on the main travel routes in the study area. These main 
travel routes included portions of I-77, 1-271, |-480 and SR 8 in Cuyahoga, Stark 
and Summit Counties. As a secondary, although important, purpose, the CAC MIS 
was undertaken to help achieve a series of regional goals addressing areas such 
as providing additional travel options for interregional trips, promoting reverse 
commute options for residents making the transition from welfare to work, preserve, 
protect and enhance the environment and enhance economic development 
opportunities. 


The CAC MIS has been guided in its efforts by a Coordinating Committee comprised 
of representatives from the three Metropolitan Planning Organizations having planning 
authority in the study area (AMATS, NOACA, SCATS), three representatives from the 
Ohio Dept of Transportation (Dist 4, Dist 12, Office of Transit), and four Regional 
Transit Authorities providing service in the study area (GCRTA, Metro RTA, PARTA 
(non-voting member), SARTA). 


The CAC MIS has undertaken in-depth study and analysis of the study area, including 
evaluation of a wide variety of modal options as well as ranges of improvement and 
service levels. The Coordinating Committee, after careful review of the data and 
analysis provided, recommends that a series of highway improvements, both capital 
and operational, and transit improvements, including commuter rail and enhanced bus 
service, comprise the best solution and constitute the MIS defined “locally preferred 
alternative strategy”. This “locally preferred alternative strategy” addresses not only 
the current and future projected congestion and safety issues in the corridor but helps 
achieve the goals outlined for the study and improve the quality of life for residents of 
the study area and the region in general. 
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The highway elements of the recommended “locally preferred alternative strategy” 
include lane additions when necessary, augmented by Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) improvements. In many cases, the inclusion of ITS improvements 
reduce the need for additional lanes that otherwise might be needed to achieve an 
acceptable level of traffic flow. The study also recommends a number of interchange 
improvements that also contribute to an improved traffic flow on the highways in the 
study area. Many of the recommended highway improvements pose difficult 
engineering challenges as well as carry a significant price tag that may be beyond the 
region’s ability to fund. The financial plan prepared as part of the study only suggests 
possible sources of funds for these highway improvements. By accepting the results 
of the MIS, the region and the participating MPO’s are making no commitment to 
program the recommended highway improvements beyond those that may be 
currently included in the regions fiscally constrained transportation plans. Project 
sponsors will be required to identify specific funding sources for any highway 
project(s) from the “locally preferred alternative strategy” as a prerequisite to being 
considered for inclusion on the MPO’s fiscally constrained transportation plan. 


The transit improvements included as part of the recommended “locally preferred 
alternative strategy” generally help achieve the MIS goals adopted for the study. The 
study recognizes that transit improvements generally have little impact on highway 
congestion or safety. Stated more directly, no reasonable level of transit 
improvements studied addressed the current and projected highway congestion and 
corresponding safety problems in the study areas major travel routes. Specifically, 
the transit improvements being recommended include limited commuter rail service 
from Cleveland south to Tallmadge Avenue just north of downtown Akron. Commuter 
rail would operate in the peak work trip (rush) hours, supplemented by enhanced 
express bus service to provide reverse commute, mid-day and off peak return trips. 
The study did evaluate commuter rail service running the full length of the CAC 
corridor and suggests that extending service southerly beyond the Tallmadge Avenue 
terminus into the Akron CBD and potentially to the Canton CBD is not currently 
recommended but remains a possibility that should be monitored and could be 
considered again in the future. 


Funding to construct and operate commuter rail service, like many of the highway 
improvements recommended, is not currently available and may be beyond the 
region’s ability to fund. Similar to the highway element, the study has identified 
potential sources of federal, state and local funding for commuter rail and the 
supplemental express bus services recommended. Again, by accepting the results of 
the MIS, the region and the participating MPO’s are making no commitment to 
program the recommended transit improvement beyond those that may be included in 
the region’s fiscally constrained transportation plans. Project sponsors will be 
required to identify specific funding sources for any transit project(s) from the “locally 
preferred alternative strategy” as a prerequisite to being considered for inclusion on 
the MPO’s fiscally constrained transportation plan. 


The recommended projects are intended to be “projects of independent utility” as 
provided for in the MIS guidelines. Subject to further analysis and final determination 
by the appropriate funding agency(s), “projects of independent utility” may be 
considered individually or together for planning, programming and implementation. 
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6.2 Financial Strategies Analysis 


The following sections describe potential financial strategies that could be considered to fund 
the multi-modal program of projects proposed for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional 
Travel Corridor Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). This section provides a summary of the 
capital and operating and maintenance costs of the highway, bus, and commuter rail 
improvements comprising the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy (LPA) proposed for the 
corridor, and identifies potential existing and new funding sources and financing approaches 
for their implementation. In addition, the report presents recommendations for continued 
refinement of the financial plans for the modal components to allow for their consideration for 
inclusion in the fiscally constrained transportation plans prepared by the metropolitan 
transportation organizations (MPOs) in the region and for possible future application to the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for FTA Section 5309 New Starts funding. 


The financial strategies proposed in sections below have been developed based on extensive 
interaction with key study participants, including Akron Metro Regional Transit Authority 
(METRO), Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA), Stark Area Regional 
Transit Authority (SARTA), Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS), 
Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA), Stark County Area Transportation 
Study (SCATS), Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT), the Transportation Review 
Advisory Council (TRAC), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). 


The Financial Strategies Section has three key objectives 


e Describe potential strategies for funding the various components of the CAC 
Corridor MIS developed in conjunction with key study participants; 


e Identify the relative level of financial resources required from the participating 
local, regional, and state agencies and the federal government to fund the 
various components of the CAC Corridor LPA; and 


e Demonstrate the relative financial capacity within the region to build, operate, 
and maintain the CAC MIS highway program, bus and park-and-ride 
improvements, and a New Starts commuter rail program, while continuing to 
operate and expand the existing base highway and transit system. 


Assuming current assumptions regarding financial conditions, relationship with the railroads, 
and funding constraints remain constant through the implementation of the Draft Preferred 
Alternative, additional sources of funding will be required for the highway and commuter rail 
components of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor transportation 
program. New federal and state sources of highway funding will be required to fund the 
various highway projects proposed within the FY 2002 — 2025 study period. 


While the bus and park-and-ride component of the program can be implemented within the 
existing financial resources of the participating agencies, the commuter rail component will 
require identification of additional sources of funding at the local and state levels in order to 
provide a 50 percent match to FTA Section 5309 New Starts funding. The initial funding 
strategy for the commuter rail component is for the 50 percent matching funds for the FTA 
Section 5309 New Starts discretionary grant program to be shared, with 25 percent from the 
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two participating transit authorities, METRO and GCRTA, and 25 percent from the State of 
Ohio. At the local level, METRO will require a supplementary source of local revenues for the 
25 percent local funding responsibility it will share with GCRTA. At the state level, specially 
designated rail funding will be required. In addition, future cost-sharing opportunities may 
exist for particular elements of the project that would potentially benefit commuter rail service 
as well as Amtrak, high-speed rail, freight rail, and the private sector. 


After the CAC MIS is completed, the conceptual funding strategies and cash flow analyses 
contained in this section will be refined into proposed financial plans for the modal 
components of the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy recommended for the Corridor. 


Project sponsors will be required to identify specific funding sources for any highway and 
transit project(s) from the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy as a prerequisite to being 
considered for inclusion in the MPOs'’ fiscally constrained transportation plans. 


6.2.2 Key Findings / Assumptions 
Funding of Highway Improvements 


Based on projections of funding expected to be available from existing sources, competing 
needs and priorities, and the differential effects of inflation on highway revenues and costs, 
additional revenues will be required to fund the highway component of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland MIS transportation program located within Summit County. In Cuyahoga and Stark 
Counties, revenues projected to be available from existing sources are expected to be 
sufficient to accommodate implementation of the highway projects within the CAC MIS 
highway component that are located in those counties. 


The assumption made in this report is that no TRAC funding would be available for the CAC 
MIS until after FY 2008. In light of the significant growth in the federal highway program 
under existing transportation authorization and appropriation legislation (ISTEA and TEA-21), 
and anticipated with the reauthorization of TEA-21 beginning in 2004, the assumption made 
in this report is that TRAC funding would return to its annual level of $300.0 million per year 
for new capacity beginning in FY 2009, and would keep pace with inflation through the FY 
2025 study period. 


Revenues projected to be available through the TRAC are expected to be sufficient to fund 
implementation of the CAC projects recommended in Cuyahoga and Stark Counties within 
the FY 2002 — 2025 period, provided those projects are a top priority for those regions. 
However, in order to complete the projects in Summit County (AMATS) called for in the CAC 
MIS highway component within the FY 2002 — 2025 period, additional revenue will be 
required to supplement the funding anticipated from the State of Ohio’s TRAC Program, the 
main source of funding for new capacity. A total of $310.3 million (YOE $) in new funding will 
be required from federal and/or state sources to supplement the $340.6 million projected to 
be available for CAC projects in Summit County through the TRAC Program and other 
existing sources. 
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Funding of Transit Improvements 


Based on projections of funding expected to be available from existing sources, new sources 
of funding will be required to fund the commuter rail component of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Corridor MIS program. 


The adequacy of existing local funding for the commuter rail component varies between 
counties. Within Cuyahoga County, local funding for the commuter rail component is 
anticipated to be available from existing transit sales tax revenues available to GCRTA 
beginning in FY 2007. The adequacy of such funds requires that the CAC commuter rail 
project be the first major capital project implemented after the Euclid Corridor Improvement 
Program. Within Summit County, however, local funding for the share of costs to be funded 
by METRO will require passage of an additional “4 percent sales tax in Summit County. This 
new revenue source would have to be in place by 2006 in order to provide sufficient revenues 
for the county’s share of the program. 


A key conclusion of the cash flow analyses conducted of METRO and GCRTA is that 
additional federal, state, and — in the case of Akron — local financial resources will be required 
to implement the CAC MIS commuter rail component. Under the conceptual funding strategy 
for the commuter rail program, 50% of the capital funding required would be secured through 
the FTA Section 5309 New Starts Program. Responsibility for funding the remaining 50% of 
the capital cost would be shared equally between the State of Ohio (25%) and the two 
participating county transportation agencies, GCRTA and METRO (25%). While there are 
differences in the frequency and levels of commuter rail service proposed in the two counties, 
the initial cost-sharing arrangement calls for GCRTA and METRO to each bear responsibility 
for funding 12.5% of the capital cost of the program. 


6.2.3. The CAC MIS Statement of Consensus 


The CAC MIS was initiated to investigate the modal options available to alleviate the highway 
congestion and safety issues that currently exist, and are projected to increase, on the main 
travel routes in the study area. These main travel routes include portions of I-77, |-271, l-480 
and SR 8 in Cuyahoga, Stark and Summit Counties. As a secondary, although important, 
purpose, the CAC MIS was undertaken to help achieve a series of regional goals addressing 
areas such as providing additional travel options for interregional trips; promoting reverse 
commute options for residents making the transition from welfare to work; preserving, 
protecting, and enhancing the natural environment; and enhancing economic development 
opportunities. 


A Coordinating Committee that met regularly throughout the study process has guided the 
CAC MIS. In conjunction with the selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy for the 
corridor at the completion of the MIS, the CAC MIS Coordinating Committee adopted a 
Statement of Consensus concerning the CAC MIS, which was included in Section 7.1. 


As stated in the Statement of Consensus, the CAC MIS provided in-depth study and analysis 
of the study area, including evaluation of a wide variety of modal options as well as ranges of 
improvement and service levels. After careful review of the data and analysis provided, the 
Coordinating Committee has recommended that a series of highway improvements, both 
capital and operational, and transit improvements, including commuter rail and enhanced bus 
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service, comprise the best solution and constitute the MIS-defined Locally Preferred 
Alternative Strategy. This Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy addresses not only the 
current and future projected congestion and safety issues in the corridor but helps achieve 
the goals outlined for the study and improves the quality of life for residents of the study area 
and of the region in general. 


Highway Elements of the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy 


The highway elements of the recommended Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy include 
lane additions where necessary on I-77, |-271, SR-8, and other key facilities, augmented by 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements. In many cases, the inclusion of ITS 
improvements reduces the need for additional lanes that otherwise might be needed to 
achieve an acceptable level of traffic flow. The study also recommends a number of 
interchange improvements that contribute to an improved traffic flow on the highways in the 
study area. 


Many of the recommended highway improvements pose difficult engineering challenges and 
their cost may be beyond the region’s funding capacity. This Financial Strategy analysis 
suggests possible sources of funds for these highway improvements. By accepting the 
results of the MIS, the region and the participating MPOs are not committing to program the 
recommended highway improvements beyond those that may be currently included in the 
region’s fiscally-constrained long range transportation plans. Project sponsors will be 
required to identify specific funding sources for any highway project(s) from the Locally 
Preferred Alternative Strategy as a prerequisite to being considered for inclusion in the 
MPOs’ fiscally constrained transportation plans. 


Transit Elements of the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy 


The transit improvements included as part of the recommended Locally Preferred Alternative 
Strategy generally help achieve the goals adopted for the study. The study recognizes that 
transit improvements have relatively little impact on highway congestion or safety. Stated 
more directly, no reasonable level of transit improvements analyzed in the MIS addressed the 
current and projected highway congestion and corresponding safety problems in the study 
areas major travel routes. The transit improvements being recommended include limited 
commuter rail service from Cleveland south to Tallmadge Avenue just north of downtown 
Akron. Commuter rail would operate in the peak work trip (rush) hours, supplemented by 
enhanced express bus service to provide reverse commute, mid-day and off-peak return 
trips. 


The study did evaluate commuter rail service running the full length of the corridor, and 
recommends that service not be extended southerly beyond the Tallmadge Avenue terminus 
into the Akron CBD and potentially to the Canton CBD at this time. If the demand changes, 
and an alternative is developed for avoiding the high cost involved in crossing the CSX 
mainline in Akron, subsequent segments could be programmed. Funding to build and 
operate the proposed commuter rail service, like many of the highway improvements 
recommended, is not currently available and may be beyond the region’s funding capacity. 
Similar to the highway element, this Financial Strategy analysis has identified potential 
sources of federal, state and local funding for commuter rail and the supplemental express 
bus services recommended. As in the case of the highway element, by accepting the results 
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of the MIS, the region and the participating MPOs are not committed to program the many 
recommended transit improvements beyond those that may be included in the region’s 
fiscally-constrained long range transportation plans. Project sponsors will be required to 
identify specific funding sources for any transit project(s) from the Locally Preferred 
Alternative Strategy as a prerequisite to being considered for inclusion on the MPOs ' fiscally 
constrained transportation plans. 


Details of the specific individual projects recommended as the Locally Preferred Alternative 
Strategy can be found in Appendix N of this report. 


For consideration in the cash flow analyses conducted as part of this Financial Strategies 
analysis, the transportation improvements proposed in the Locally Preferred Alternative 
Strategy were assumed to be implemented in a phased manner over the 24-year period of 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002 through FY 2025, based on the availability of funds for the different 
modal components. Fiscal years for the analyses are as defined in local and state funding 
documents and extend from July 1° through June 30". 


6.2.4 Guiding Concepts 


The financial strategy analysis has been conducted in recognition of key fiscal constraints at 
the local, state, and federal levels. First, with the participating local transportation agencies 
and the State of Ohio experiencing shortfalls in gas tax and sales tax revenues while, at the 
same time, facing increases in costs, it is essential that consideration be given to the funding 
needs of both on-going and new projects and programs, as well as of multiple modes. 
Second, with strong competition nationally for FTA New Starts funds and at the state level for 
TRAC funding, the financial strategy for the Locally Preferred Alternative should attempt to 
combine multiple sources of available local and formula funds, pursue opportunities for new 
sources of funding, and use only modest annual levels of New Starts and TRAC funding. The 
financial strategy should be flexible such that the individual modes and projects of 
independent utility comprising the alternatives can be accelerated or deferred, based on 
funding availability and priorities set by the participating RTAs, MPOs, and ODOT. 


The following strategies shape the development of the financial strategy: 


e Network of Projects of Independent Utility: The Locally Preferred Alternative 
for the CAC MIS contains a network of discrete yet interrelated bus, commuter 
rail, and highway projects, each of which is intended to have independent 
utility. The characteristics of the network of projects allow multiple sources of 
funding to be applied to eligible projects; 


e Multiple Source Funding: Different sources of federal, state, and local funding 
are applied to different projects, consistent with policies regarding their use. 
This allows for multiple funding sources to be combined within an individual 
project. Sources include existing transit and highway dedicated funds, general 
obligation (GO) bonds, and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) formula and discretionary capital grants, as 
well as potential new sources that address the funding needs of the various 
modes. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-23 





e Phasing: The mobility needs and construction schedules must be balanced 
with financing realities, adopting a balance between “build as we can pay” and 
“pay as we go”. Particular care must be given to ensure that funding sources 
will not be exhausted in any given project year and therefore unavailable for 
other priority uses; and 


e Implementation Flexibility: The financial strategy will require an 
implementation schedule that can be modified to accommodate changes in 
modal priorities and financial resources. 


6.2.5 Key Issues 
The CAC MIS has been conducted within a complex institutional structure. Key issues 
addressed as part of the development of a funding strategy for the corridor include: 

e Multiple MPOs, RTAs, and counties, 


e Multiple modes: 
- Highways 
- Bus 
- Commuter rail, 


e Programming issues: 
- Compliance with Federal Transit Administration New Starts requirements 
- Inclusion of project in financially constrained long range plans, 


e Securing TRAC funding for capacity enhancement project components in 
multiple modes, 


e Securing FTA New Starts earmark/appropriation, 
e Securing State Legislative support for project-specific funding, 


e Potential voter approval of increased or new dedicated funding sources in 
Summit and Cuyahoga Counties, and 


e Negotiation of multi-county cost-sharing arrangements. 
These issues are discussed in the sections below. 
6.2.5.1 Multiple MPOs, RTAs, and Counties 


The CAC MIS study area includes parts of three metropolitan areas: Canton, Akron and 
Cleveland. The study area includes parts of four counties: Cuyahoga, Portage, Summit and 
Stark. It is served by three MPOs: SCATS, the MPO for Stark County; AMATS, which is 
responsible for Summit and Portage Counties; and NOACA, which is responsible for 
Cuyahoga County. ODOT is the modal agency responsible for highways in the study area. 


The study area is also served by four separate transit authorities: METRO, which serves 
Summit County; GCRTA, which serves Cuyahoga County; SARTA, which serves Stark 
County; and PARTA, which serves Portage County. 
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To move forward with mode-specific and project-specific funding programs for the projects 
recommended for the corridor, concurrence from these agencies may be required. At the 
MPO level, the projects advanced from the Locally Preferred Alternative will have to be 
adopted into the financially constrained long range/regional transportation plans if they are to 
be implemented. In addition, the participating agencies will have to agree on the cost-sharing 
and phasing of the various projects comprising the Locally Preferred Alternative. 


6.2.5.2 Multiple Modes 


The components of the LPA proposed for the corridor include highway expansion, enhanced 
bus service and park-and-ride development, and commuter rail transit. These components 
can be funded from common sources of revenue. Further, as some of the projects are inter- 
jurisdictional, these will require cost-sharing among the various study participants. 


The transit mode affecting the greatest number of jurisdictions is commuter rail. Due to the 
inter-county nature of the service, a cost-sharing arrangement will be required among the 
participating jurisdictions. The commuter rail component calls for directional rush-hour 
passenger rail service linking the major cities in these counties via existing freight tracks. 


The bus options would be both inter- and intra-county in nature. Thus, the local share of the 
cost of the bus options could be partially assumed by individual transit authorities and 
partially shared under multi-jurisdictional funding arrangements. 


6.2.6 Programming Issues 


As described in the section below, the development of any improvements recommended as 
an outcome of the CAC MIS will have to comply with federal, state, regional, and local 
requirements. The two key programming issues associated with these requirements are: 


e Compliance with Federal Transit Administration New Starts requirements, and 


° Inclusion of the projects comprising the Locally Preferred Alternative in 
financially-constrained long-range plans. 


Compliance with FTA New Starts Requirements 


In order to qualify as a candidate project element for funding under the FTA Section 5309 
New Starts and Extensions Program, the CAC MIS Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy will 
have comply with FTA's New Starts planning and project development process. A favorable 
rating from FTA is required in order to advance the project from the MIS phase to the 
preliminary engineering phase and, subsequently, to final engineering and construction. 


Inclusion of Project(s) in Financially-Constrained Long Range Plans 


The FTA New Starts planning and development process requires that the major transit fixed 
guideway component of the Locally Preferred Alternative selected at the completion of the 
MIS be adopted by the metropolitan planning organization(s) for inclusion in their financially 
constrained long range plans in order to advance the project to preliminary engineering. With 
two of the three MPOs involved in the commuter rail component of the LPA for the CAC MIS, 
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both agencies will have to take consistent actions to adopt this component of the LPA into 
their fiscally-constrained long range plans. 


6.2.6.1 County/Local Requirements 


The components and projects comprising the CAC MIS Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy 
will have to compete for federal, state, local and private funds with other transportation 
projects within the northeast Ohio region. The long-range transportation plans adopted by the 
MPOs for the region were reviewed to assess the availability of existing revenue sources to 
offset projected capital and operating costs. Each MPO’s transportation plan includes a 
financial analysis comparing the estimated costs of implementing the long-range plan with 
estimated revenues available over the life of the plan. Federal law requires the MPOs to 
provide a fiscally-constrained plan whose cost to implement does not exceed the revenues 
that can reasonably be projected to be available to fund it. 


As noted earlier, in order to be eligible for federal funding, the CAC MIS projects must be 
included in the financially constrained long-range transportation plans adopted by the MPOs 
for the region. The status of the project in each MPO’s long-range plan is discussed in the 
following sections. 


NOACA 


The existing NOACA long-range transportation plan, Framework for Action 2025, addresses a 
planning period 1998-2025. An update to the plan is in preparation. The plan includes a 
combination of non-capacity projects aimed at preserving and improving the existing 
transportation system and major transportation investments that expand the capacity of the 
regional system. The CAC MIS projects are not included in the plan’s list of Major Regional 
Transportation Investments adopted by the NOACA Governing Board, for which funding 
sources have been identified. The commuter rail component is part of the overall NEORail 
Program and included on an illustrative list of investments, which advance the NOACA goals 
but for which funding has not been identified. 


The plan also acknowledges that it is reasonable to expect that funding for some additional 
transportation investments will be available in the years between 2004 and 2025 and the plan 
and its financial analysis will be amended as the planning and project development process 
continues. 


AMATS 


The AMATS Long Range Transportation Needs and Year 2020 Regional Transportation Plan 
includes both regional transportation needs and a financially constrained plan for system 
preservation, restructuring and expansion in the Akron region. Based on the current plan, 
which is under revision, a portion of the highway projects proposed in the CAC MIS are in the 
financially constrained element of the plan, and the CAC MIS commuter rail program is 
identified as under study on the unfunded element of the plan. The financially constrained 
plan includes funding for acquisition and upgrade of the railroad right of way, and a number of 
unidentified transit centers. 
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The AMATS 2020 Plan identifies funding sources for less than half of all identified long-range 
needs. 


SCATS 


The SCATS Long Range Transportation Plan focuses on system preservation and expansion 
projects. The CAC MIS projects proposed in Stark County are ITS improvements in the 
highway component and less than $4.0 million for bus and park-and-ride in the transit 
component. Both are assumed to be funded within the financially constrained plan. 


6.2.6.2 Securing TRAC Funding for Multi-Modal Capacity Enhancement 
Project Components 


The LPA for the CAC MIS includes two components that could be considered for funding 
though the TRAC: highway and commuter rail. While both modes could be considered, use 
of TRAC funds for commuter rail while there is a substantial backlog of under-funded and 
unfunded highway projects will present a challenging policy issue for resolution by the MPOs 
and for the TRAC. 


Securing an FTA New Starts Earmark / Appropriation 


As anew fixed guideway major transit capital investment project, the Cleveland-Akron 
commuter rail component could potentially quality for Federal Transit Administration New 
Start funding under the FTA Section 5309 New Starts Program. Under this discretionary 
grant program, project applicants nationwide compete for federal grant funds for new fixed 
guideway systems, including light rail, commuter rail, and bus rapid transit projects. 
Applicants generally apply for 50% of project capital costs through the FTA New Starts 
Program. 


Projects competing for FTA New Starts funding must be competitive with other projects 
nationwide. In addition, sponsors of New Starts projects must work actively with Congress as 
well as the Administration to include their project in transportation authorizing legislation and 
in annual appropriations legislation. With the existing six-year authorizing legislation — the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21°' Century (TEA-21) — expiring in FY 2003, efforts are 
underway to prepare the successor legislation that will authorize transportation programs and 
projects over the next six-year period. To preserve opportunities to secure FTA New Starts 
funding for the CAC MIS recommended projects over the FY 2004 — 2010 period, it is 
essential that there be strong local consensus for the commuter rail component of the Locally 
Preferred Alternative and for the financial plan for its implementation. 


6.2.6.3 Securing State Legislative Support for Funding 


The results of this Financial Strategies Report demonstrate the need for additional funding at 
the state level for the highway component and for the commuter rail component of the CAC 
MIS. With respect to the highway component, funding constraints at the statewide level 
combined with competing needs and priorities will make it extremely difficult to fund the 
highway projects proposed in the corridor within the FY 2002 — 2025 period. Additional 
funding resources are likely to be required for the CAC MIS recommended projects, as well 
as elsewhere within the state. 
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With respect to the commuter rail component, there is interest at the state level in an 
intrastate and interstate program of commuter rail, intercity rail, and high speed rail. At the 
center of these efforts is the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC). Introduction of 
commuter rail service in the CAC Corridor could be a first step in implementing capital 
improvements that could benefit multiple types of rail services. The 25 percent share of state 
funding proposed for the CAC commuter rail component could be an important expression of 
an emerging statewide policy. 


In recognition of funding needs statewide, the Ohio Legislature has initiated a two-year study 
of transportation funding issues. 


6.2.7 Potential Voter Approval of Increased or New Dedicated Funding Sources 


At the local level, a key potential requirement for the implementation of projects comprising 
the CAC MIS Locally Preferred Alternative is the continuation and/or increase of countywide 
sales taxes in the participating counties. Currently, all three of the counties in which CAC 
MIS projects are proposed (Summit, Cuyahoga, and Stark Counties) have a portion of the 
county sales tax dedicated to transit. 


In Summit County, METRO uses a quarter-percent sales tax to fund its operations. The 
average sales tax growth rate in the last seven years (1992-1999) has been 6.7 percent, with 
annual revenues of roughly $16.0 million. Enabling legislation allows METRO to raise the tax 
to a maximum of 1.5 percent subject to voter approval at .25 percent increments. At present, 
almost 65 percent of the sales tax revenue is used for operating costs. This tax is 
permanent, with no sunset year. 


In Cuyahoga County, a voter-approved 1 percent sales tax funds GCRTA's existing transit 
operations. Enabling legislation allows GCRTA to raise the tax, with voter approval, to a 
maximum of 1.5 percent at .25 percent increments. Annual revenue generated by the 1 
percent tax is roughly $160.0 million. A 4 percent growth rate in tax revenues was 
experienced in 2000, compared to 4.8 percent in 1999, 5.2 percent in 1998, and 4.8 percent 
in 1997. A slowdown in tax revenue growth is anticipated based on a general slowdown in 
the economy. This tax is also permanent, without a sunset year. 


In Stark County, a 0.25% transportation sales tax provides funding for SARTA’s operating 
and capital costs. This sales tax expires in 2002. 

The results of this Financial Strategies Report demonstrate the need for additional revenues 
at the local level in Summit County. The additional revenues are needed to fund the share of 
capital and operating costs that METRO is proposed to assume for the commuter rail 
component of the program. 


With respect to GCRTA, assuming that the commuter rail component of the CAC MIS Locally 
Preferred Alternative Strategy was given priority as the next major capital investment project 
to be funded after the Euclid Corridor Improvement Program, GCRTA would have adequate 
financial resources for this program. However, since other projects including the Waterfront 
Line extension are currently considered to be of higher priority, GCRTA’s financial capacity to 
implement the CAC MIS commuter rail component would require the agency to shift its 
priorities from other projects to the CAC MIS commuter rail. 
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The Ohio Revised Code authorizes both counties and transit authorities to levy local sales 
and use tax in addition to the state sales tax for the purposes of raising additional general 
revenue and for transit capital and operating expenses. Counties are authorized to levy a 
“piggyback” sales tax of 1 percent to provide additional county general revenue. The tax is 
levied pursuant to a resolution of the county commissioners and is subject to repeal by 
majority vote of the county electorate. Section 5739.026 of the Ohio Revised Code further 
authorizes counties to levy an additional 2 percent sales tax, subject to voter approval, for 
one or more of the following purposes: 

e Payment of bonds issued for a convention facility 

e Revenue for a transit authority 

e Additional county general revenue 

e Revenue for permanent improvements 

e Implementation and operation of a 911 system 

e Operation and maintenance of a detention facility 


Transit authorities are authorized in § 5739.023 of the Ohio Revised Code to levy a 
“piggyback” sales tax on retail sales made within the territory of the transit authority of not 
more than 1-2 percent, subject to voter approval. The tax may be temporary, for a defined 
number of years, or permanent. Currently, the transit authorities in the project area — 
GCTRA, METRO, SARTA, as well as PARTA — have a portion of the county sales tax 
dedicated to transit. 


6.2.8 Potential Cost And Revenue Sharing 


The Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy for the CAC MIS includes multi-county transit 
projects that may require multi-agency financial participation in the form of cost sharing 
among the participating agencies and jurisdictions. The cost-sharing arrangement used to 
implement and operate a particular project is a unique development that addresses the 
specific considerations surrounding it. These considerations include: 


e Relative benefit by jurisdiction, 
e Availability of existing or new local funding by jurisdiction, 
e Potential for federal and/or state funding by jurisdiction, and 
e Local political acceptability by jurisdiction. 
The factors typically focus on variables such as: 
e Morning boardings, 
e Daily boardings, 
e Route miles by jurisdiction, 
e Revenue miles by jurisdiction, 
e Number of stations by jurisdiction, and 
e Physical location of the system. 
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6.2.9 Capital & Operating Costs of the CAC MIS Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy 


The sections below summarize the capital and operating costs of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative Strategy for the CAC Corridor. 


6.2.9.1 Capital Costs 


As shown in Table 6.2-1, the total capital cost of the LPA is $820.7 million in Year 2000 
Constant dollars. Including inflationary effects over the FY 2002 — 2025 implementation 
period, the total capital cost of the LPA increases to $1.3 billion in Year of Expenditure (YOE) 
dollars. It should be noted that these costs include the cost of widening I-77, between Akron- 
Canton Airport and SR-241. This project had initially been assumed completed and part of 
the background transportation system. Without this project, the total capital cost of the LPA is 
$791.0 million in Year 2000 Constant dollars and $1.25 billion in YOE dollars. 


TABLE 6.2-1 
CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND CORRIDOR 
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
CAPITAL COST (FY 2002 - 2025) 


YEAR 2000 YEAR OF 
COMPONENT CONSTANT EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS, (Millions);DOLLARS, (Millions) 


COMMUTER RAIL 











TOTAL 
Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 
(1) Costs include $31.1 million (Year 2000 $) for widening of I-77, between Akron-Canton Airport 


and SR-241 in Summit County. Project had initially been assumed completed and part of the 
background system. 
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The following key assumptions were made to compute the capital cost of the CAC MIS 
Program in YOE dollars: 


° Highway Component: The capital costs were inflated to the mid-point of 
construction. As no new construction is anticipated to receive funding until FY 
2009, highway construction was assumed to occur over the FY 2009 — 2025 
period. For purposes of this analysis, costs were then allocated equally by year. 


° Bus and Park-and-Ride: The capital costs for these projects were assumed to be 
incurred over the FY 2007 — 2009 period. 


e Commuter Rail: The capital costs for the commuter rail component were 
assumed to be incurred over the FY 2007 — 2009 period. 


Tables 6.2- 2 and 6.2-3 summarize the capital costs allocated among the components and 
among the three corridor counties. 


Capital Cost, by Component 


As shown in Tables 6.2-1 through 6.2-3, the capital cost of the CAC MIS LPA is divided as 
follows: 


e Highway Program: This program comprises roughly 76 to 81 percent of the capital 
cost of the CAC MIS LPA, depending on whether Constant or Year of Expenditure 
dollars are the basis; 


e Commuter Rail Program: This program comprises roughly 17 to 21 percent of the 
cost of the CAC MIS LPA; and 


e Bus and Park and Ride Component: This element comprises the remaining 2 to 3 
percent of the CAC MIS LPA multi-modal program. 


TABLE 6.2-2 
CAPITAL COST OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
FY 2002 - 2025 (YEAR 2000 CONSTANT DOLLARS, Millions) 


BUS AND PARK- 


AND- RIDE COMMUTER RAIL 


HIGHWAY “ 


CUYAHOGA COUNTY $240.3) 38.2% : 40.0% 50.0%) $334.0 


SUMMIT COUNTY $386.2} 61.4% 41.4% 50.0% $480.2 


STARK COUNTY $2.7 0.4% : 18.6% $0 0.0% $6.5 


TOTAL “” $629.3} 100.0% 100.0% $171.0 100.0% $820.7 





% BY COMPONENT 76.7% 2.5% 20.8% 
Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 
(1) Costs include $31.1 million (Year 2000 $) for widening of I-77, between Akron-Canton Airport and 
SR-241 in Summit County. Project had initially been assumed completed and part of the 
background system. 
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TABLE 6.2-3 
CAPITAL COST OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
FY 2002 - 2025 (YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS, Millions) 


BUS AND PARK- COMMUTER 
AND- RIDE RAIL 


HIGHWAY “) 
CUYAHOGA COUNTY] $405.5) 38.3% 39.9%] $108.3) 50.0% 
SUMMIT COUNTY” | $650.8 61.4% 41.5%] $108.3) 50.0%! $769.4 


STARK COUNTY $2.7 0.3% : 18.6%) $0 0.0% $7.5 


TOTAL $1,058.7, 100.0% 100.0%! $216.7} 100.0%] $1,301.3 
































% BY COMPONENT 81.4% 2.0% 16.7% 
Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 


(2) Costs include $31.1 million (Year 2000 $) for widening of I-77, between Akron-Canton Airport and 
SR-241 in Summit County. Project had initially been assumed completed and part of the 
background system. 


Capital Cost, by County 


As shown in the tables, capital costs are allocated among the three corridor counties as 
follows: 


e Cuyahoga County: Capital costs in Cuyahoga County comprise roughly 40 percent of 
the capital cost of the CAC MIS LPA; 


e Summit County: Capital costs in Summit County comprise roughly 59 percent of 
capital costs; and 


e Stark County: These costs comprise less than under 1 percent of capital costs. 
6.2.9.2 Operating and Maintenance Costs 


Table 6.2-4 summarizes the annual operating and maintenance costs of the CAC MIS LPA in 
Year 2000 Constant dollars. As shown in the table, annual operating costs for commuter rail 
and bus and park-and-ride are projected to be $6.7 million and $1.0 million respectively. With 
respect to the highway component, the annual maintenance costs shown are representative 
of the total cost per year using an ODOT standard of $7,000 per lane mile per year and 
assuming full build-out of the highway widening recommendations contained in the Locally 
Preferred Alternative. Actual highway maintenance costs would depend on the actual years 
in which the projects were constructed. Highway maintenance costs would be absorbed into 
ODOT’s annual operating budget. Similarly, operating and maintenance costs for the bus 
and park-and-ride and commuter rail components of the LPA would be absorbed into the 
annual operating budgets of the participating transit authorities: GCRTA, METRO, and 
SARTA. 
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TABLE 6.2-4 
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST 
OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
(IN YEAR 2000 CONSTANT DOLLARS, 000) 


HIGHWAY BUS AND COMMUTER 
WIDENING | PARK-AND- RIDE RAIL 


CUYAHOGA COUNTY 


SUMMIT COUNTY 

















Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 


* Annual maintenance costs for the highway widening improvements depend upon the actual year in 
which the projects are constructed. These values represent the total cost per year using an ODOT 
average of $7,000 per lane mile per year and assume full build-out of the highway widening 
recommendations contained in the LPA. These values do not include replacement costs. 


6.2.10 Sources of Funding for the Locally Preferred Alternative 


Table 6.2-5 provides an overview of potential revenue sources and financing techniques that 

could be considered to fund the capital and operating and maintenance costs of the CAC MIS 
LPA. The sources listed include both existing sources as well as new sources to supplement 
existing revenues. 


Based on the findings of the financial analysis, new sources of revenue will be required to 
supplement existing funding projected to be available in order to implement and operating the 
LPA within the FY 2002 — 2025 period. 
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TABLE 6.2-5 
POTENTIAL CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR THE 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND MIS LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 


FUNDING SOURCES AND FINANCING TECHNIQUES 


HIGHWAY 


COMMUTER 
RAIL 





FUNDING SOURCES 
FEDERAL 
Federal Highway Administration 


National Highway System ' 

Surface Transportation Program (ODOT) : 
Surface Transportation Program (MPOs) 
Surface Transportation Program (County) 
Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 


Enhancement Funds 


Safety Improvement 
High Priority Project Funding (Earmarked) 
Federal Transit Administration 
FTA Section 5309 New Start Discretionary 
FTA Section 5309 Bus Discretionary 
FTA Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Mod 
FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula 
FTA Section 5310 Specialized Trans. 
Job Access and Reverse Commute 
STATE 
Transportation Review Advisory Council (TRAC) 


X (Capacity) 
X (Capacity) 
X (Rehabilitation) 


X (County hwys only) 


X (Rehabilitation) 
X (Operational) 


X (Rehabilitation) 


X (Rehabilitation) 
X 


(See Note 1) 


<x <x KK 
x< 


X (Flexed) 
X (Flexed) 


X X 


X Historic 
Statns’ 
X (Grade 
Crossings) 




















ODOT State Gasoline Tax Revenues (Existing) ' x 
ODOT State Gasoline Tax Revenues (New) ' x 
X (10% Max if 
Ohio Public Transportation Grant Program X New Starts) 
Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) xX 
State Legislative Earmark of Funds x X 
Ohio Turnpike Commission X (Soft Match, Cash) X (Soft Match) 
Ohio Public Works Commission (OPWC) X 
LOCAL 
Local Contributions (General Fund, Tax Increment Fin, 
other) xX 
Transit Sales Tax Revenues (Existing Taxes) Xx X 
Transit Sales Tax Revenues (New Taxes) Xx Xx 
Multi-Modal County-Wide Sales Tax Revenues (New Taxes) X X X 
Station Area Joint Development / Value Capture xX 
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PRIVATE 
Amtrak Cost-Sharing (eg - North Coast Transportation Center) 
Freight Railroads 
Private Contributions 
FINANCING TECHNIQUES 
FEDERAL 
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 
Advanced Construction 
STATE 
State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) 
LOCAL 


Short Term and Long Term Debt Financing (General Obligation 
Bonds, Revenue Bonds) 


Certificates of Participation 
Commercial Paper 
Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 














' Funds are allocated through the TRAC Program and programmed by the MPOs 


6.2.10.1 Funding Sources for the Highway Components 
Existing Funding for New Capacity: the TRAC 


Funding for new transportation capacity projects in excess of $5 million in cost, such as those 
proposed in the CAC MIS highway component, consists principally of federal funds available 
through the National Highway System (NHS) and Surface Transportation Program (STP) of 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and of state fuel tax revenues available through 
ODOT. The primary mechanism for project selection and approval of federal and state 
funding for new transportation capacity in the State of Ohio is through the Transportation 
Review Advisory Council (TRAC). The TRAC is a nine-member appointed board chaired by 
the Director of ODOT to develop a project selection process and to approve major new 
projects for funding. Projects prioritized and recommended for funding are programmed in 
the long-range regional transportation plans prepared by the various MPOs across the state. 
The MPOs with key responsibility in the CAC MIS are AMATS, SCATS and NOACA. 


By law, each year the Director of ODOT provides the TRAC with a report on the funds 
available for new construction for the following four-year period. The Director provides funds 
for new construction only after assuring that system preservation needs have been met. 
Applications for funding through TRAC are due in May of each year, with a draft list of 
projects published in December. Since its inception in 1997, the TRAC has had 
approximately $300.0 million a year available for new projects, including design, right of way, 
and construction. The most recent TRAC cycles adopted in 2000 and 2001 for programming 
in FY 2004 and 2005 were far below prior levels however. In addition, based on the 
December 7, 2001 release by TRAC of programming to be adopted in 2002 for FY 2006, 
there will be no money allocated for new project construction. Further, current estimates from 
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ODOT and TRAC are that there will be no funding programmed for new project construction 
through FY 2008. 


Competing Regional Needs and Priorities 


In addition to limitations on the annual statewide level of funding projected to be available 
through the TRAC, each county in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Corridor has competing 
needs and priorities for the highway dollars that do exist. Based on historical levels of 
funding received and discussions with AMATS and NOACA staff regarding future needs, 
estimates were made of future levels of funding potentially available for highway projects in 
the CAC MIS over the FY 2002 —2025 period, as follows: 


e Cuyahoga County: Historically, Cuyahoga County has received approximately 20 
percent of annual TRAC funds awarded statewide. This analysis assumes that the 
county will continue to receive this level of TRAC funding. In light of competing needs 
and priorities, 35 percent of this amount is assumed to be available for programming 
on projects recommended in the CAC MIS. 


e Summit County: Historically, Summit County has received approximately 6.2 percent 
of annual TRAC funds awarded. This analysis assumes that the county will continue 
to receive this level of TRAC funding. In light of competing needs and priorities, 70 
percent of this amount is assumed to be available for programming on CAC MIS 
recommended projects. 

e Stark County: Historically, Stark County has received approximately 3.5 percent of 
annual TRAC funds awarded. This analysis assumes that the county will continue to 
receive this level of TRAC funding. In light of competing needs and priorities, 10 
percent of this amount is assumed to be available for programming in on CAC MIS 
recommended projects. 


6.2.10.2 Conceptual Funding Strategy for the CAC MIS Highway Component 


Table 6.2-6 summarizes the conceptual capital funding strategy proposed for the highway 
component of the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy. As shown in the table, the 
predominant existing source of funding for the highway component is through the federal and 
state revenues approved by the TRAC. 
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TABLE 6.2-6 
HIGHWAY COMPONENT: CONCEPTUAL CAPITAL FUNDING STRATEGY 
FISCAL YEAR 2002 — 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS, Millions) 


CUYAHOGA SUMMIT 
COUNTY COUNTY 
(NOACA) (AMATS) 


Existing Sources 
TRAC 


Subtotal, 
Existing Sources 

















Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 
Projected TRAC Highway Funding for the CAC MIS LPA 


Given annual statewide funding levels, historical shares, and competing county priorities, the 
annual levels of highway funding projected to be available for the counties are: 


Cuyahoga County: $21.0 million per year, beginning in FY 2009 
Summit County: $13.04 million per year, beginning in FY 2009 
Stark County: $1.05 million per year, beginning in FY 2009 


These available funds include TRAC funding as well as other funds available through the 
FHWA Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program and contributions from other 
agencies. Table 6.2-7 summarizes the percentage of existing and new revenues required for 
the highway component of the LPA. As shown in the table, existing revenues anticipated to 
be available over the FY 2002 — 2025 period would be sufficient to fund 71 percent of the 
highway program in the three counties combined. To complete funding for construction, the 
remaining 29 percent would be required from additional federal and/or state sources. 
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TABLE 6.2-7 
HIGHWAY COMPONENT 
CONCEPTUAL CAPITAL FUNDING STRATEGY 


CUYAHOGA| SUMMIT | STARK 
ELEMENT | COUNTY | COUNTY | COUNTY 
(NOACA) | (AMATS) | (SCATS) 


New Capacity 97% 0% 
ITS 3% 100% 
TOTAL 100% 100% 


REVENUE SOURCES 

Existing Sources 
TRAC New Capacity 97% 0% 
Ohio Tpk Authority, District [New Capacity 0% 0% 
CMAQ ITS 3% 100% 
Subtotal, Existing Sources 100% 100% 


Additional Revenue Required\New Capacity 0% 0% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 
Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 




















6.2.10.3 Fiscal Capacity Analysis for the Highway Component of the CAC MIS LPA 


Table 66.2-8 provides a fiscal capacity projection for the highway component of the LPA over 
the FY 2002 — 2025 period. As shown in the table, the cash flow analysis is conducted 
separately for each of the three counties (Cuyahoga, Summit, and Stark). 


Key assumptions made with respect to revenues and costs are detailed in the notes 
accompanying the table. Of particular importance are the following assumptions: 


Funding for New Capacity 
° Total TRAC funding assumed statewide is $300.0 million, beginning in FY 2009; 


° Cuyahoga County: $21.0 million/year beginning in FY 2009, assuming a “fair- 
share” of 20 percent of the statewide pot, of which 35 percent is assumed to be 
expended within the CAC Corridor; 


e Summit County: $13.04 million/year beginning in FY 2009, assuming a “fair- 
share” of 6.2 percent of the statewide pot, of which 70 percent is assumed to be 
expended within the CAC Corridor; 


° Stark County: $1.05 million/year, assuming a “fair-share” of 3.5 percent of the 
statewide pot, of which 10 percent is assumed available for expenditure within 
the CAC Corridor. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 


Statewide TRAC Program (beg 2009) $300,000 | Inflation 
Cuyahoga County 3% Cuyahoga Co Costs 2000 $ YOE $ 
Share of TRAC New Capacity $230,258 $391,999 
Share of TRAC to CAC Corridor Years (beg 2009) 11 16 
Annual TRAC Revenue $21,000 ITS $10,100 $13,574 
CMAQ $10,000 Total Highway Costs $240,358 $405,572 
Summit County Summit Co Costs 
Share of TRAC F New Capacity $365,147 $621,637 
Share of TRAC to CAC Corridor Years (beg 2009) 28 36 
Annual TRAC Revenue ITS $21,100 $29,207 
CMAQ Total Highway Costs $386,247 $650,845 
Stark County Stark Co Costs 
Share of TRAC a New Capacity $0 $0 
Share of TRAC to CAC Corridor Years (beg 2009) 0.0 0 
Annual TRAC Revenue ITS $2,700 
CMAQ Total Highway Costs $2,700 

















Table 6.2-8 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY: HIGHWAY COMPONENT 
2002 - 2025 FISCAL CAPACITY PROJECTION 
(in Thousands of Year of Expenditure Dollars) f 
TOTAL 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 TOTAL 


ICUYAHOGA COUNTY (NOACA) 


COSTS (YOE $, 000) 
New Capacity A $391,999 $21,000 $21,630 $22,279 $22,947 $23,636 $24,345 $25,075 $25,827 $26,602 $27,400 $28,222 $29,069 $29,941 $30,839 $31,764 $391,999 


ITS $13,574 $4,525 $4,525 $4,525 $13,574 
Total Highway Costs $405,572 $25,525 $26,155 $26,803 $22,947 $23,636 $24,345 $25,075 $25,827 $26,602 $27,400 $28,222 $29,069 $29,941 $30,839 $31,764 $405,573 


EXISTING REVENUE SOURCES 
New Capacity: TRAC F $391,999 $21,000 $21,630 $22,279 $22,947 $23,636 $24,345 $25,075 $25,827 $26,602 $27,400 $28,222 $29,069 $29,941 $30,839 $31,764 $391,999 
ITS: CMAQ $13,574 $4,525 $4,525 $4,525 $13,574 
Subtotal, Existing Revenue Sources $405,573 $25,525 $26,155 $26,803 $22,947 $23,636 $24,345 $25,075 $25,827 $26,602 $27,400 $28,222 $29,069 $29,941 $30,839 $31,764 $405,573 


ADDITIONAL REVENUES REQUIRED 
New Capacity $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ITS $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Subtotal, Additional Revenues Required $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 











SUMMIT COUNTY (AMATS) 

COSTS (YOE $, 000) 
New Capacity (includes |-77, Airport to SR 241) A $621,637 $21,567 $34,167 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,367 $621,637 
ITS $29,207 5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $29,207 
Total Highway Costs $650,845 $27,408 $40,008 $42,408 $42,408 $42,408 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,567 $36,367 $650,845 


EXISTING REVENUE SOURCES 
New Capacity: TRAC fl $295,371 $13,040 $13,431 $13,834 $14,249 $14,677 $15,117 $15,570 $16,038 $16,519 $17,014 $17,525 $18,050 $18,592 $19,150 $19,724 $20,316 $20,925 $295,371 


New Capacity: Ohio Tpk Authority, District $16,000 5,000 $5,000 $16,000 
ITS: CMAQ $29,207 5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $5,841 $29,207 
Subtotal, Existing Revenue Sources $340,578 $23,881 $24,273 $19,676 $20,091 $20,518 $15,117 $15,570 $16,038 $16,519 $17,014 $17,525 $18,050 $18,592 $19,150 $19,724 $20,316 $20,925 $340,578 


ADDITIONAL REVENUES REQUIRED 
New Capacity $310,266 3,527 $15,736 $22,733 $22,318 $21,890 $21,450 $20,996 $20,529 $20,048 $19,553 $19,042 $18,517 $17,975 $17,417 $16,843 $16,251 $15,442 $310,266 


ITS $0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 0 0 $0 0 0 0 $0 0 0 0 $0 0 
Subtotal, Additional Revenues Required $310,266 $3,527 $15,736 $22,733 $22,318 $21,890 $21,450 $20,996 $20,529 $20,048 $19,553 $19,042 $18,517 $17,975 $17,417 $16,843 $16,251 $15,442 $310,266 








New Capacity 
ITS 
Total Highway Costs 


EXISTING REVENUE SOURCES 
New Capacity: TRAC 
ITS: CMAQ 
Subtotal, Existing Revenue Sources 


























ADDITIONAL REVENUES REQUIRED 
New Capacity 
ITS 
Subtotal, Additional Revenues Required 


















































" Capital costs are inflated to mid-point of construction (assumed as FY 2018 for New Capacity and FY 2011 for ITS) and divided into equal annual expenditures. 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 
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In terms of priorities for expenditure, it is assumed that priority would be given to projects that 
are currently in the pipeline as a result of prior receipt of TRAC funds for design. There are 
four such projects within the CAC Corridor, of which three are among the projects comprising 
the LPA. The fourth project, the widening of I-77 in Summit County between Akron/Canton 
Airport and SR-241, had initially been assumed completed and part of the No Build. The four 
projects are: 


In Cuyahoga County (NOACA): 


e Widening of I-77 from 4 — 6 lanes between SR 82 and Pleasant Valley Road. 
Total project cost of $34.3 million. Of this, $2.5 million is committed for design in 
FY 2003. The remaining $31.8 million would be for construction beginning in FY 
2009 when TRAC funds for new capacity become available 


In Summit County (AMATS): 


° Widening of I-77 from 4 — 6 lanes between SR 162 and SR 21. Total project 
cost of $45.2 million. Of this, $1.0 million is committed for environmental 
analysis in FY 2003. The remaining $44.2 million would be for construction 
beginning in FY 2009 when TRAC funds for new capacity become available; 


e Widening of I-77 from 4 — 6 lanes between Akron/Canton Airport and SR-241. 
Total project cost of $31.1 million. Of this, $2.3 million is committed for design 
and environmental analysis. The remaining $28.8 million would be for 
construction beginning in FY 2009 when TRAC funds for new capacity become 
available; 


° Convert SR-8 from arterial to freeway standards between SR-82 and Pleasant 
Valley Road. Total project cost of $104.3 million. Of this, $0.5 million was 
previously expended and $10.2 million is committed for design in FY 2002 and 
right of way in FY 2003. The remaining $93.6 million would be for construction 
beginning in FY 2009 when TRAC funds for new capacity become available. 


CMAQ Allocations (Possible Source of ITS Funding) 


° Cuyahoga County: $10.0 million/year CMAQ allocation; some of which can be 
used to fund ITS ($13.5 million/YOE Dollars). 


° Summit County: $4.0 million/year CMAQ allocation; some of which can be used 
to fund ITS ($29.2million/YOE Dollars). 


° Stark County: $1.0 million/year CMAQ allocation; some of which can be used to 
fund ITS ($2.7 million/YOE Dollars). 


As shown in Tables 6.2-6 through 6.2-8, existing revenues would be sufficient to fund all of 
the projects in the highway component within Cuyahoga and Stark Counties, but can provide 
only 52 percent of the funding required for expenditure within Summit County by FY 2025. In 
the absence of any new highway revenues to supplement projected TRAC funds for new 
capacity, the CAC projects in Summit County would not be fully funded until FY 2038. 
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6.2.10.4 Potential New Sources of Highway Funding for the CAC MIS LPA 


As shown earlier in Table 6.2-5, the principal new sources of funding for the highway 
component of the CAC MIS LPA are additional federal and state funds from increases to 
existing sources. 


Supplementary Highway Funding at the Federal and State Levels: 


To supplement funding expected to be available through TRAC, opportunities could be 
pursued to secure additional federal and/or state funding for the highway component. Such 
opportunities are of particular significance in light of the proposed reauthorization of the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21° Century (TEA-21), with the potential opportunity 
presented to modify the levels and formulas by which federal transportation funds are 
allocated to the states. Opportunities could also be pursued to secure an earmarking of 
funds for the CAC (I-77 Corridor) at the federal and/or state levels. 


Supplementary Federal Funding 


At the federal level, estimates by the State of Ohio indicate that current federal allocation 
mechanisms account for an estimated $175.0 million loss in annual revenues to the state. 
Potential adjustments to federal funding levels and allocation formulas are presently being 
pursued that would allow Ohio to be less of a donor state. Such adjustments would enable 
the state to recapture revenues presently lost through diversion of funds from the Highway 
Account and the Mass Transit Account to other states, and through diversions of gas tax 
revenues on gasohol and diversion of funds to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Fund. 


Supplementary State Funding 


At the state level, the AMATS and NOACA regions, like many other regions in the state are 
unable to secure sufficient funding to allow for the timely completion of the many of needed 
transportation projects. Both system preservation and new capacity projects are in need of 
an infusion of additional funds, with system preservation demanding an increasing level of 
funding year by year. Within growing areas such as the CAC Corridor, the situation is further 
exacerbated by the lack of any capacity within the TRAC to program funding for new capacity 
until FY 2009. 


In recognition of the pressing need for additional resources to fund transportation system 
preservation and capacity, the Ohio Legislature has initiated a two-year study of this issue. 
The legislative study could result in recommendations for increasing the level of funding 
available for multimodal transportation needs at the state level. In conjunction with this 
legislative initiative, agencies involved in transportation issues and actions within the CAC 
Corridor could utilize this opportunity to emphasize the need for additional funding to address 
transportation deficiencies within the corridor as well as elsewhere in the region. 
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6.2.11 Funding Sources for the Bus and Commuter Rail Components of the CAC MIS 
Locally Preferred Alternative 


Existing Sources of Transit Funding 


As shown earlier in Table 6.2-5 and in Tables 6.2-9 through 6.2-14 following, the principal 
existing source of funding for transit is the dedicated transit sales tax in each of the 
participating counties in the CAC MIS. As shown in Table 6.2-9, all four counties in the CAC 
Corridor have dedicated transit sales taxes. This includes Portage County in which no 
projects are proposed as part of the LPA. Three of the four have a ‘4 percent sales tax, while 
GCRTA has a full 1 percent sales tax. The approximate annual revenues generated in FY 
2000 through the dedicated transit sales taxes are shown. These revenues are used first for 
operations and maintenance, with any annual net revenues available for capital and debt 
service. The dedicated taxes in Cuyahoga and Summit Counties are on-going, with no 
sunset year. In Stark and Portage Counties, these taxes sunset in 2002 and 2007 
respectively. 


Table 6.2-9: Transit Authority Permissive Sales Tax Collections 


Transit Authori 2000 Collections 


Greater Cleveland RTA Cuyahoga $160,750,000 
Akron Metro RTA Summit $16,900,000 


Stark Area RTA Stark $10,180,000 
Portage Area RTA Portage $2,000 


Ot iN HS $187,832,000 





Sources: National Transit Data Base, - 2000; GCRTA Revised Budget - 
November 2001; and PARTA press release-Nov ember 2001 


6.2.11.1 Existing Sources of Funding for Operations and Maintenance and Capital 
Tables 6.2-10 through 6.2-13 summarize historical revenues available to METRO and 
GCRTA over the prior decade. Data for METRO was made available for analysis for the FY 
1990 — 2000 period, while data for GCRTA was made available for analysis for the FY 1996- 
1999 for capital and FY 1998-2000 for capital. 


Operating and Maintenance Revenues 


As shown in Tables 6.2-10 and 6.2-12, the principal sources of funding available to METRO 
and GCRTA for transit O&M are: 





° Passenger Fares ° Investment Income 
e Advertising and Concessions e Other Revenue 
° Sales and Use Tax ° Reimbursed Grant Revenues 
° Federal Operating Assistance ° Transfers 
° Federal Access to Jobs Grants 
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Table 6.2-10 METRO O&M Revenues 


COMPOUND ANNUAL 
GROWTH RATE 
1990 - 2000 


ACTUAL 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


MAJ OR INVESTMENT STUDY 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 


ACTUAL 





Operating Revenues 





Fare Revenues 




























































































Bus 6.7%| $1,890,163) $1,851,760) $1,872,928} $2,115,366) $2,384,651 $2,414,417} $3,001,715) $3,096,510) $3,227,257) $3,243,896 $3,631,685 
Paratransit 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Rail 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Subtotal, Fare Revenues 6.7%| $1,890,163} $1,851,760} $1,872,928) $2,115,366] $2,384,651} $2,414,417) $3,001,715) $3,096,510} $3,227,257) $3,243,896 $3,631,685 
% of Total O&M Revenues 13.8% 28.5% 13.0% 11.6% 12.0% 12.1% 11.8% 14.5% 14.4% 14.8% 13.9% 13.8% 
Other Operating Income 17.3% $144,828 $188,913 $170,686 $170,428 $207,441 $413,671 $515,901 $468,887 $494,472 $579,444 $715,009 
% of Total O&M Revenues 2.0% 2.2% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% 1.1% 2.0% 2.5% 2.2% 2.3% 2.5% 2.7% 
Non-Transportation Revenues 
Investment Income 5.0% $194,138 $48,702 $114,088 $121,811 $133,366 $206,100 $288,814 $317,637 
Other Non-Transportation Revs 11.9% $15,832 $36,322 $79,273 $77,028 $125,204 $25,893 $21,842 $60,780 $110,742 $68,860 $48,738 
Subtotal, Non-Transptn Revs 5.7% $209,970 $85,024 $79,273 $77,028 $125,204 $139,981 $143,653 $194,146 $316,842 $357,674 $366,375 
% of Total O&M Revenues 1.0% 3.2% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.9% 1.5% 1.5% 1.4% 
Federal Coniributions 
FTA Section 5307 (formerly Sec 9) 0.8% | $2,111,784] $2,088,900) $2,078,569) $2,144,969} $2,261,354) $2,214,486) $1,176,088 $994,855) $2,923,384) $2,423,517 $2,294,654 
Other Federal Programs * -100.0% $71,505 $91,033 $67,142 $144,628 $306,492 $54,266 $685,950 $431,023 
Subtotal, Federal 0.5% | $2,183,289) $2,179,933) $2,145,711} $2,289,597 $2,567,846} $2,268,752) $1,862,038) $1,425,878) $2,923,384) $2,423,517 $2,294,654 
% of Total O&M Revenues 11.8% 32.9% 15.3% 13.3% 12.9% 13.1% 11.1% 9.0% 6.6% 13.4% 10.4% 8.7% 
State Contributions 
General Operating Assistance 0.2%| $1,457,000) $1,680,598) $1,393,635} $1,503,130 $1,464,920} $1,560,063 $740,363) $1,376,360) $1,400,777} $1,552,506 $1,485,123 
Other (Tax Reimb, Other) 0.9% $164,902 $206,141 $221,809 $213,846 $224,097 $235,265 $239,438 $244,928 $185,287 $180,034 
Sr. Citizen Fare Assistance 4.4% $139,587 $139,358 $207,055 $195,317 $192,919 $189,648 $192,308 $194,958 $210,597 $211,412 $215,416 
Subtotal, State 0.7% | $1,761,489) $2,026,097) $1,600,690} $1,920,256 $1,871,685} $1,973,808) $1,167,936] $1,810,756) $1,856,302} $1,949,205 $1,880,573 
% of Total O&M Revenues 9.5% 26.6% 14.2% 9.9% 10.8% 9.5% 9.6% 5.7% 8.4% 8.5% 8.4% 7.2% 
Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax 
Subtotal, City 8.8% $0| $7,622,872) $9,878,233) $10,771,042) $12,028,740| $12,783,558} $13,193,685) $13,675,579) $12,141,742} $13,789,779 $16,280,696 
% of Total O&M Revenues 58.6% 0.0% 53.4% 61.3% 60.9% 61.2% 62.4% 63.9% 63.7% 55.6% 59.2% 62.0% 
Other Local Funds 9.4% $437,014 $330,749 $367,843 $355,641 $471,849 $493,236 $774,774 $780,408 $884,954 $939,276 $1,073,168 
% of Total O&M Revenues 3.3% 6.6% 2.3% 2.3% 2.0% 2.4% 2.4% 3.8% 3.6% 4.1% 4.0% 4.1% 
TOTAL, O&M REVENUES 14.8% | $6,626,753| $14,285,348) $16,115,364) $17,699,358) $19,657,416| $20,487,423) $20,659,702) $21,452,164) $21,844,953} $23,282,791 $26,242,160 
% of Total O&M Revenues 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 





PRIOR YEAR'S CARRYOVER (from Budget) 


Sources: 











Federal Transit Administration Section 15 Reports for Federal Fiscal Years 1990 through 1999 


Sharon Greene and Associates 
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Table 6.2-11 METRO Capital Revenues 


CAPITAL REVENUES EXPENDED 





Federal Sources 
FTA Section 5307 UZA Formula 


Average % of 
Total Revenues 


56.6% 


Actual 
1990 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


Actual 
1991 


Actual 
1992 


Actual 
1993 


MAJ OR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Actual 
1994 


Actual 
1995 


Actual 
1996 


Actual 
1997 


Actual 
1998 


Actual 
1999 


Actual 
2000 





FTA Section 5309 Capital 


$5,328,058 


$900,728 


$171,184 


$2,765,705 


$3,271,703 


$13,282,345 





FTA Section 5309 New Start 


34.8% 


$2,728,888 


$352,756 


$2,600,848 


$916,126 


$2,038,226 


$4,663,621 


$2,431,254 





FHWA Flexed Funds (STP) 


$5,304,693 


$6,218,469 





Other (identify) 





Subtotal, Federal Sources 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


$5,328,058 
79.2% 


$900,728 


$2,900,072 


$3,118,461 


$2,600,848 


$916,126 


$2,038,226 


$3,271,703 


$13,282,345 


$9,968,314 


$8,649, 723 





80.0% 


75.3% 


89.9% 


92.9% 


96.2% 


98.5% 


96.7% 


96.9% 


95.0% 





State Sources 


$701,666 


$112,591 


$476,213 


$215,568 


$118,101 


$35,530 


$2,884 


$26,004 


$340,578 


91.9% 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


10.4% 


10.0% 


12.4% 


6.2% 


4.2% 


3.7% 


0.1% 


0.8% 


2.5% 


$429,847 


$124,624 





Local Sources 


4.1% 


1.3% 





Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax 


$701,666 





Subtotal, Local Sources 


$112,591 


$476,213 


$134,656 


$81,788 


$1,020 


$27,841 


$84,282 


$86,376 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


$701,666 


$112,591 


$476,213 


$134,656 


$81,788 


$1,020 


$27,841 


$84,282 


$86,376 


$90,705 
$90,705 


$639,095 
$639,095 





10.4% 


10.0% 


12.4% 


3.9% 


2.9% 


0.1% 


1.3% 


2.5% 


0.6% 





TOTAL CAPITAL REVENUE 


$6,731,390 


$1,125,910 


$3,852,498 


$3,468,685 


$2,800,737 


$952,676 


$2,068,951 


$3,381,989 


$13,709,299 


0.9% 


6.8% 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 








100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 


100.0% 








$10,488,866 
100.0% 





$9,413,442 
100.0% 








Source: 


FTA Section 15 / National Transit Database Reports for FFY 1990 - 1999 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 
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Table 6.2-12 GCRTA O&M Revenues 


COMPOUND ANNUAL 
GROWTH RATE ACTUAL 
1990 - 2000 | 1996 


Operating Revenues 
Fare Revenues 
Fares $42,987,573] $43,455,258] $43,202,575| $41,760,428 
Special Fares $37,710 $28,010 

















Subtotal, Fare Revenues $42,987,573] $43,492,968] $43,230,585 
% of Total O&M Revenues 23.0% 22.7% 21.3% 








Other Operating Income $1,586,543} $1,709,744 $2,466,421 
% of Total O&M Revenues é 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 4 1.1% 








Non-Transportation Revenues 
Investment Income $1,255,358 











Subtotal, Non-Transptn Revs 
% of Total O&M Revenues 








Federal Contributions 
FTA Section 5307 (formerly Sec 9) 
Other Federal Programs * 
Subtotal, Federal 
% of Total O&M Revenues 

















State Contributions 
General Operating Assistance 
Other (Tax Reimb, Other) 
Sr. Citizen Fare Assistance 
Subtotal, State 
% of Total O&M Revenues 




















Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax 
Subtotal, City 
% of Total O&M Revenues 











Other Local Funds 
% of Total O&M Revenues 








TOTAL, O&M REVENUES 
% of Total O&M Revenues 














PRIOR YEAR'S CARRYOVER (from Budget) $11,753,987] $11,051,834 


Sources: 
Federal Transit Administration Section 15 Reports for Federal Fiscal Years 1996-99; GCRTA Revised Budget November 2001 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 
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Table 6.2-13 GCRTA Capital Revenues 


CAPITAL REVENUES EXPENDED 





Federal Sources 


Average % of 
Total Revenues 


MAJ OR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Actual 
1999 





FTA Section 5307 UZA Formula 


28.8% 


$21,055,010 


$27,018,192 


$17,174,566 


$9,291,249 





FTA Section 5309 Capital 


19.6% 


$19,526,035 


$16,546,919 


$14,585,243 





FTA Section 5309 New Start 





FHWA Flexed Funds (STP) 





Other (identify) 


$7,461,525 


$496,377 


$198,347 





Subtotal, Federal Sources 


$21,055,010 


$54,005,752 


$34,217,862 


$24,074,839 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


30.6% 


62.1% 


59.3% 


53.3% 





State Sources 


$2,920,000 


$1,649,347 


$1,500,727 


$5,474,311 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


4.2% 


1.9% 


2.6% 


12.1% 





Local Sources 








Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax 


$44,899,019 


$31,364,989 


$21,983,250 


$15,599,946 





Subtotal, Local Sources 


$44,899,019 


$31,364,989 


$21,983,250 


$15,599,946 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 


65.2% 


36.0% 


38.1% 


34.6% 





TOTAL CAPITAL REVENUE 


$68,874,029 


$87,020,088 


$57,701,839 


$45,149,096 





% of Annual Capital Revenues Expended 








100.0% 














100.0% 





100.0% 





100.0% 








Source: 


FTA Section 15 / National Transit Database Reports for FFY 1996 - 1999 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 
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Of these sources, as noted above, the major source is dedicated transit sales tax. This 
source provides 60 percent of O&M revenues to METRO and 70 percent of O&M revenues to 
GCRTA. The second major source is passenger fares. Fares provide approximately 14 
percent of O&M revenues to METRO and 23 percent of O&M revenues to GCRTA. 


In projecting future revenues available from existing sources, consideration was given to 
historical rates of growth for the revenue sources available to each agency. 


Capital Revenue Sources 


The principal sources of funding available to METRO and GCRTA for capital are shown in 
Tables 6.2-11 and 6.2-13. As shown in the tables, these sources consist of: 


FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Funds 

FTA Section 5309 Discretionary Bus Capital 

FTA Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization Funds 

FTA Section 5309 New Starts Discretionary Funds 

FHWA Flexed Funds (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality, Surface 
Transportation Program) 

e State Grants 

e Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax 


The major sources of capital funds are FTA grants. FTA Section 5309 New Starts 
discretionary grant funds are assumed to provide 50 percent of the funding for proposed new 
fixed guideway projects including commuter rail, while other FTA formula and discretionary 
capital grants are assumed to provide 80 percent of capital funds for other capital 
expenditures. Matching funds to FTA grants are provided by local transit sales tax revenues 
and/or state grants. 


6.2.11.2 Conceptual Funding Strategy for the Bus, Park-and-Ride and Commuter Rail 
Components of the CAC MIS Locally Preferred Alternative 


Table 6.2-14 summarizes the conceptual capital funding strategy for the transit components 
of the LPA. As shown in the table, the bus and park-and-ride component is anticipated to be 
funded from existing FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Formula grants received by the three 
transit authorities, with local match from existing dedicated transit sales taxes in each 
jurisdiction. 
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TABLE 6.2-14 
TRANSIT COMPONENT: CONCEPTUAL CAPITAL FUNDING STRATEGY 
FY 2002 — 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS, Millions) 


CUYAHOGA 
COUNTY 
(GCRTA) 


SUMMIT 
COUNTY 
(METRO) 


STARK 
COUNTY 
(SARTA) 


CAPITAL COST 
Bus and Park-and-Ride 
Commuter Rail 


REVENUE SOURCES 


Bus and Park-and-Ride 
FTA Section 5307 (80%) 
Transit Sales Tax 
(Existing) 


Subtotal, Bus and Park- 
and-Ride 


Commuter Rail 

FTA Section 5309 New 
Starts (50%) 

State (25%) 

Transit Sales Tax 
(Existing) $27.0 
Transit Sales Tax (New) $0 
Subtotal, Commuter Rail $108.3 


$54.1 
$27.0 


TOTAL $118.6 

















Sharon Greene and Associates, February 2002 


The conceptual capital funding strategy for the commuter rail component assumes that 50 
percent of the capital funding for the program will be provided through FTA Section 5309 New 
Starts funding. The remaining 50 percent is assumed to be split between the State of Ohio 
and the two county transit authorities -GCRTA and METRO - with each assuming half of the 
local funding responsibility. 


State funding could be derived from the TRAC Program, from funds allocated through the 
State Legislature to the Ohio Rail Development Commission, or from special dedicated 
funding provided by the Governor and the Legislature. 

6.2.11.3 Fiscal Capacity Analysis of METRO and GCRTA 


Detailed cash flow analyses were conducted to evaluate the financial capacity of METRO and 
GCRTA to implement and operate the bus and park-and-ride and commuter rail components 
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of the CAC MIS LPA. Tables 6.2-15 and 6.2-16 document the cash flow analyses for 
METRO and GCRTA respectively. The results of these analyses are summarized below. 


METRO Cash Flow Analysis: FY 2002 - 2025 


Key Findings 


Table 6.2-15 presents the results of the analysis of METRO’s cash flow over the FY 2002 — 
2025 period. The analysis demonstrates that, in the absence of an increase in the sales tax 
by FY 2006, METRO will not have the financial capacity implement and operate the CAC 
commuter rail component of the LPA in addition to the agency’s on-going transit capital and 
operating program. While the funding gap to be filled by the sales tax increase is significantly 
below %4 percent, existing state law provides for tax increments to be considered in 4 percent 
units as the minimum interval. If modification to state enabling legislation were possible, the 
level of incremental sales tax required would be more in the order of 1/12" of a percent 
(0.0833 percent) 


Key Assumptions 


The following key assumptions were used in development of the METRO cash flow analysis. 
Revenues: 


e Bus Fare Revenues: assumed to remain at approximately 14 percent of O&M 
costs; 


¢ Commuter Rail Fare Revenues: computed based on the input fares and resulting 
ridership levels projected by the travel demand forecasting model, with service 
assumed to begin in FY 2010; 


e Other Operating Revenues: 3 percent annual growth rate assumed from Year 
2000 base; 


e Existing (and New) Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax: 4.5 percent annual growth 
rate assumed from Year 2000 base; 


e FTA Section 5307 UZA Formula Funds: 2.5 percent annual growth rate assumed; 

e FTA Section 5309 New Starts: assumed to provide 50 percent of commuter rail 
capital cost. 

Costs: 


e Base System O&M Costs: 4.1 percent annual growth rate assumed from Year 200 
base; 


e Commuter Rail O&M Costs: reflect Parsons Brinckerhoff’s estimated O&M costs, 
inflated annually to Year of Expenditure dollars; 


e Base System Capital Costs: based on AMATS 2025 Long Range Plan, inflated to 
Year of Expenditure dollars; 


e CAC Bus and Commuter Rail Capital Costs: reflect Parsons Brinckerhoff’s 
estimated capital costs, inflated to Year of Expenditure dollars assuming 
implementation over FY 2007 — 2009. 
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GCRTA Cash Flow Analysis: FY 2002 - 2025 


Key Findings 


Table 6.2-16 presents a cash flow analysis of Greater Cleveland RTA over the FY 2002 — 
2025 period. The analysis demonstrates that GCRTA would have the financial capacity 
implement and operate the CAC MIS bus and park-and-ride and commuter rail components 
in addition to its on-going transit capital and operating program if: 


GCRTA were to move forward with implementing the CAC MIS bus and park-and- 
ride and commuter rail components as its next priority after the Euclid Corridor; 
and 


The key assumptions listed below were achieved with regard to projected growth 
in operating and capital revenues and costs. 


Key Assumptions 


The following key assumptions were used in development of the GCRTA cash flow analysis. 


Revenues: 


Bus Fare Revenues: FY 2002 — 2004 consistent with GCRTA’s Revised Budget of 
November 2001. Beginning FY 2005, 2 percent annual growth rate assumed 
through FY 2025; 


Commuter Rail Fare Revenues: computed based on the input fares and resulting 
ridership levels projected by the travel demand forecasting model, with service 
assumed to begin in FY 2010, 2 percent annual growth rate assumed through FY 
2025 


Other Operating Revenues: FY 2002 — 2004 consistent with Revised Budget of 
November 2001. Beginning FY 2005, 2 percent annual growth rate assumed 
through FY 2025; 


Existing Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax: FY 2002 — 2004 consistent with 
Revised Budget of November 2001. Beginning FY 2005, 4 percent annual growth 
rate assumed through FY 2025; 


Incremental Local Sales Tax with Euclid Corridor: based on Euclid Corridor 
Transportation Project BRT Financial Plan of September 25, 2001; 


FTA Section 5307 UZA Formula Funds: 2.5 percent annual growth rate assumed; 


FTA Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization: 2 percent annual growth rate 
assumed; 


FTA Section 5309 New Starts for Commuter Rail: assumed to provide 50 percent 
of commuter rail capital cost; 


FTA Section 5309 New Starts for Euclid Corridor: $129.6 million assumed; 
TRAC Funds for Euclid Corridor: $70 million assumed; 
Bond Proceeds: consistent with GCRTA Revised Budget of November 2001. 
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OPERATING BUDGET 
O&M REVENUES 
Fare Revenues 
Bus and Paratransit 
Rail 
Other Operating Revenues 
Non-Transportation Revenues 
Investment Income 
Other Non-Transportation Revs 
Federal Contributions 
FTA Section 5307 UZA Prev Mtnce (40% of total) 
Other Federal Programs * 
State Contributions 
Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax (Existing) 


Other Local Funds 
Total, Operating Revenues 


OPERATING COSTS 
Bus & Paratransit 
Commuter Rail 
Total, Operating Expenditures 


NET REVENUES AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE AND CAPITAL 


CAPITAL PROGRAM BUDGET 
CAPITAL REVENUES 
Net Revenues from Operating 
Federal Sources 

FTA Section 5307 UZA Formula 

FTA Section 5309 Capital 

j ( 

State Sources 
Local Sources 

Dedicated Local Transit Sales Tax (1%) 
Total, Capital Revenue 


CAPITAL COSTS 
Transit Services 
Rolling Stock 
Facilities 
Other 
Subtotal, Transit Services 


Total, Capital Expenditures 


DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 
Total, Debt Service Expenditures 


TOTAL, CAPITAL EXPENDITURES AND DEBT SERVICE 


TOTAL CAPITAL, DEBT SERVICE, OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL CAPITAL AND OPERATING REVENUES 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 


TOTAL 


$154,053 
$35,511 
$26,114 


$11,601 
$1,780 


$93,431 
$554 
$47,760 
$740,549 


$54,742 
$1,830,649 


$1,100,331 
$90,749 
$1,191,080 


$123,308 
$40,305 


$31,637 


$7,480 
$896,468 


$135,872 
$46,588 
$22,055 
$204,515 


$312,856 


$1,503,936 


2002 2003 


$3,792 $4,147 


$759 $781 
$337 $347 
$52 $53 


$2,680 
$289 
$1,990 
$17,764 


$2,760 
$265 
$1,990 
$18,563 


$1,924 
$29,586 


$1,490 
$30,397 


$27,633 $28,490 


$27,633 $28,490 
$1,953 $1,908 
$1,908 


$4,107 
$741 


$5,639 $6,060 


$33,272 
$34,408 


$34,550 
$35,569 


2004 


$4,163 
$805 


$358 
$55 


$2,843 
$0 
$1,990 
$19,398 
$1,613 
$31,225 
$29,711 
$29,711 


$1,513 


$1,513 


$4,196 
$413 


$5,761 


$35,473 
$36,170 


2005 


$4,292 
$829 


$368 
$57 


$4,097 
$0 
$1,990 
$20,271 
$1,588 
$33,491 
$31,215 
$31,215 


$2,276 


$2,276 


$3,119 
$0 


$144 


$205 
$5,744 


$3,899 


$35,114 
$36,959 


2006 


$4,551 
$854 


$379 
$58 


$3,016 
$0 
$1,990 
$21,183 
$1,791 
$55,007 
$32,510 
$32,510 


$22,496 


$22,496 


$4,379 
$754 


$149 


$214 
$27,993 


$4,527 
$1,193 

$696 
$6,417 


$6,417 


$38,927 
$60,503 


2007 


$22,137 


$57,285 


$33,860 
$33,860 


$23,426 


$23,426 


$4,474 
$3,677 


$8,916 


$224 
$58,242 


$4,663 
$4,808 
$717 
$10,189 


$45,240 


$79,100 
$92,102 
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TABLE 6.2-15 


AKRON METRO REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
FY 2002 - 2025 FISCAL CAPACITY PROJECTION (IN THOUSANDS OF YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 


2008 


$4,937 
$906 


$402 
$62 


$3,200 
$0 
$1,990 
$23,133 
$1,900 
$59,663 
$35,265 
$35,265 


$24,398 


$24,398 


$4,570 
$3,740 


$9,184 


$234 
$60,176 


$4,803 
$4,845 
$739 
$10,387 


$46,490 


$81,755 
$95,441 


2009 2010 2011 2012 


$5,142 $5,355 
$1,012 


$961 


$5,809 
$1,911 
$933 $1,019 
$414 $427 $453 

$64 $65 $69 


$3,296 $3,395 
$0 $0 
$1,990 $1,990 
$24,174 $25,262 $26,398 
$2,016 
$65,745 


$1,957 


$62,144 $69,289 $72,164 


$36,728 $38,252 
$4,502 


$42,754 


$39,840 
$4,637 
$44,477 


$41,493 
$4,776 


$36,728 $46,269 


$25,416 $22,990 $24,812 $25,895 


$25,416 $22,990 $24,812 $25,895 


$4,668 
$3,805 


$4,768 
$1,009 


$4,871 
$1,080 


$4,975 
$1,155 
$9,459 $167 $173 $178 

$244 
$62,185 


$255 
$29,191 


$267 
$31,202 


$279 
$32,481 


$4,947 
$4,883 
$761 
$10,591 


$47,777 $7,222 $7,439 $7,662 


$84,505 
$98,913 


$49,976 
$71,945 


$51,915 
$75,679 


$53,931 
$78,750 


2013 2014 2015 


$6,301 
$2,027 
$1,082 


$480 
$74 


$3,821 
$0 
$1,990 


$28,828 $30,125 


$31,481 


$2,269 


$75,164 $78,293 $81,559 


$43,215 
$4,920 
$48,134 


$45,008 
$5,067 
$50,075 


$46,876 

$5,219 
$52,095 
$27,030 


$28,218 $29,464 


$27,030 $28,218 $29,464 
$5,081 


$1,232 


$5,190 
$1,313 


$5,300 
$1,397 
$183 $189 $194 

$291 
$33,817 


$304 
$35,214 


$318 
$36,674 


$7,892 $8,128 $8,372 
$56,026 


$81,951 


$58,204 
$85,289 


$60,467 
$88,769 


2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 


$7,119 
$2,215 
$1,182 


$7,414 
$2,281 
$1,217 


$7,722 
$2,350 
$1,254 


$8,042 
$2,420 
$1,291 


$8,376 
$2,493 
$1,330 


$525 $541 $557 $574 $591 
$81 $83 $85 $88 $91 


$4,175 $4,301 $4,430 $4,563 $4,699 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$1,990 $1,990 $1,990 $1,990 $1,990 
$34,378 $35,925 $37,541 $39,230 $40,996 


$2,630 
$96,100 


$2,479 
$88,520 


$2,554 
$92,230 


$2,709 
$100,138 


$2,790 


$84,966 $104,352 


$48,821 
$5,376 
$54,197 


$50,847 
$5,537 
$56,384 


$52,957 
$5,703 
$58,660 


$55,155 
$5,874 
$61,029 


$57,443 
$6,050 
$63,494 


$59,827 
$6,232 
$66,059 


$30,769 $32,136 $33,569 $35,071 $36,644 $38,293 


$30,769 $32,136 $33,569 $35,071 $36,644 $38,293 


$5,413 
$1,486 


$5,528 
$1,577 


$5,646 
$1,673 


$5,765 
$1,773 


$5,887 
$1,877 


$6,012 
$1,986 


$200 $206 $212 $219 $225 $232 


$332 
$38,200 


$347 
$39,795 


$363 
$41,463 


$379 
$43,207 


$396 
$45,030 


$414 
$46,936 


$7,054 
$1,859 
$1,085 
$9,997 


$8,623 $8,882 $9,149 $9,423 $9,706 $9,997 


$62,820 
$92,397 


$65,266 
$96,179 


$67,809 
$100,123 


$70,452 
$104,236 


$73,199 
$108,524 


$76,056 
$112,995 


2022 


$8,723 
$2,568 
$1,370 


$609 
$93 


$4,840 
$0 
$1,990 
$42,841 
$2,874 
$108,749 


$62,310 
$6,419 
$68,729 


$40,020 


$40,020 


$6,138 
$2,099 


$239 


$433 
$48,929 


$10,297 


$79,026 
$117,658 


2023 


$9,085 
$2,645 
$1,411 


$627 
$96 


$4,986 
$0 
$1,990 
$44,768 
$2,960 
$113,337 


$64,895 
$6,612 
$71,507 


$41,830 


$41,830 


$6,268 
$2,217 


$246 


$452 
$51,013 


$7,483 
$1,972 
$1,151 
$10,606 


$10,606 


$10,606 


$82,113 
$122,520 


2024 


$9,462 
$2,724 
$1,453 


$646 
$99 


$1,990 
$46,783 


$118,125 


$67,588 
$6,810 
$74,398 


$43,727 


$43,727 


$6,399 
$2,340 


$253 


$473 
$53,192 


$7,708 
$2,031 
$1,185 
$10,924 


$10,924 


$85,322 
$127,590 


2025 


$48,888 


$123,121 


$70,393 
$7,014 
$77,407 


$45,714 


$45,714 


$6,534 
$2,468 


$261 


$494 
$55,470 


$11,252 


$88,659 
$132,877 


TOTAL 


$1,100,331 
$90,749 
$1,191,080) 
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GREATER CLEVELAND REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
2001 - 2025 FISCAL CAPACITY PROJECTION (IN THOUSANDS OF YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 


TOTAL 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 
OPERATING BUDGET 


OPERATING REVENUES 
Passenger Fares $1,321,585 $41,100 $41,850 $42,940 $43,800 $44,676 $45,570 $46,481 $47,411 $48,359 $49,326 $50,312 $51,319 $52,345 $53,392 $54,460 $55,549 $56,660 $57,793 $58,949 $60,128 $61,331 $62,557 $63,808 $65,084 $66,386 $1,321,585 
Incremental Farebox Revenues (with Euclid Corr) $16,990 $50 $450 $500 $550 $600 $660 $730 $800 $880 $970 $990 $1,010 $1,030 $1,050 $1,070 $1,090 $1,110 $1,130 $1,150 $1,170 $16,990 
Commuter Rail Farebox Revenues (beg. 2010) $35,511 $1,012 $1,855 $1,911 $1,968 $2,027 $2,088 $2,150 $2,215 $2,281 $2,350 $2,420 $2,493 $2,568 $2,645 $2,724 $2,806 $35,511 
Other Operating $87,087 $3,840 $2,280 $2,755 $2,865 $2,922 $2,981 $3,040 $3,101 $3,163 $3,226 $3,291 $3,357 $3,424 $3,492 $3,562 $3,634 $3,706 $3,780 $3,856 $3,933 $4,012 $4,092 $4,174 $4,257 $4,342 $87,087 
Federal - Access to Jobs $51,150 $1,800 $1,550 $1,550 $1,550 $1,700 $1,700 $1,700 $1,800 $1,800 $1,900 $1,900 $2,000 $2,000 $2,100 $2,100 $2,200 $2,200 $2,300 $2,300 $2,400 $2,400 $2,500 $2,500 $2,600 $2,600 $51,150 
Ohio Elderly Fare Assistance $17,978 $897 $583 $583 $583 $595 $607 $619 $631 $644 $657 $670 $683 $697 $711 $725 $739 $754 $769 $785 $800 $816 $833 $849 $866 $884 $17,978 


Sales Tax $6,349,667 $159,140 $159,140 $164,710 $171,300 $178,152 $185,278 $192,689 $200,397 $208,413 $216,749 $225,419 $234,436 $243,813 $253,566 $263,708 $274,257 $285,227 $296,636 $308,502 $320,842 $333,675 $347,022 $360,903 $375,339 $390,353 $6,349,667 
Incremental Sales Tax (with Euclid Corridor) $56,510 $530 $640 $770 $960 $1,200 $1,500 $1,870 $2,340 $2,630 $3,290 $3,420 $3,560 $3,700 $3,850 $4,000 $4,150 $4,300 $4,450 $4,600 $4,750 $56,510 
Reimbursed Expenditures $179,801 $20,881 $19,880 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $17,380 $179,801 
Total, Operating Revenues $8,116,279 $227,658 $225,283 $229,918 $237,478 $245,425 $254,095 $262,999 $271,990 $281,268 $292,050 $285,607 $296,305 $307,387 $318,798 $330,903 $342,939 $355,332 $368,290 $381,641 $395,593 $409,967 $424,982 $440,459 $456,621 $473,291 $8,116,279 


OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Core System $7,472,746 $210,673 $213,197 $215,329 $221,254 $228,113 $235,185 $242,476 $249,992 $257,742 $265,732 $273,970 $282,463 $291,219 $300,247 $309,555 $319,151 $329,044 $339,245 $349,761 $360,604 $371,783 $383,308 $395,191 $407,441 $420,072 $7,472,746 
Incremental O&M Bus Operations (Euclid Corr) $36,300 $760 $1,410 $1,450 $1,490 $1,540 $1,590 $1,640 $1,690 $1,740 $1,790 $1,850 $1,910 $1,970 $2,030 $2,090 $2,150 $2,210 $2,270 $2,330 $2,390 $36,300 


























Incremental O&M (Euclid Corridor ROW) $12,920 $270 $490 $510 $530 $540 $560 $580 $590 $610 $630 $650 $670 $690 $710 $740 $770 $800 $830 $860 $890 $12,920 
Total, Operating Expenditures $7,612,714 $210,673 $213,197 $215,329 $221,254 $228,113 $236,215 $244,376 $251,952 $259,762 $272,314 $280,757 $289,459 $298,419 $307,664 $317,194 $327,027 $337,161 $347,608 $358,376 $369,484 $380,935 $392,737 $404,902 $417,441 $430,366 $7,612,714 
INET REVENUES AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE AND CAPITAL $16,985 $12,086 $14,589 $16,224 $17,312 $17,880 $18,624 $20,037 $21,506 $19,736 $4,850 $6,846 $8,968 $11,134 $13,709 $15,912 $18,171 $20,682 $23,265 $26,109 $29,032 $32,245 $35,557 $39,180 $42,925 
CAPITAL PROGRAM BUDGET 
CAPITAL REVENUES 

Net Revenues Available for Capital and Debt Service $16,985 $12,086 $14,589 $16,224 $17,312 $17,880 $18,624 $20,037 $21,506 $19,736 $4,850 $6,846 $8,968 $11,134 $13,709 $15,912 $18,171 $20,682 $23,265 $26,109 $29,032 $32,245 $35,557 $39,180 $42,925 $0 

General Obligation Bond Proceeds $65,000 $30,000 $35,000 $65,000 

Revenue Bond Proceeds $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

State Infrastructure Bank Loan $7,883 $2,460 $5,423 $7,883 

Investment Income $20,075 $500 $425 $450 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $20,075 

Federal Grants 

FTA Section 5307 Urban Area Formula Grant 1.025 $881,674 $23,700 $25,500 27 200 $27,900 $28,598 $29,312 $30,045 $30,796 $31,566 $32,355 $33,164 33,993 $34,843 35,714 $36,607 137 522 $38,460 39,422 $40,408 41,418 42,453 43,514 44,602 45,717 46,860 $881,674 
FTA Section 5309 Bus & 5312 Development Grant $114,662 $3,500 $3,500 $3,500 $3,600 $3,600 $6,454 $6,554 $6,654 $3,900 $4,000 $4,100 $4,200 $4,300 $4,400 $4,400 $4,500 $4,600 $4,700 $4,800 $4,900 $4,900 $4,900 $4,900 $4,900 $4,900 $114,662 
FTA Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization 1.020 $395,615 $12,300 $12,600 12,852 $13,109 $13,371 $13,639 $13,911 $14,190 $14,473 $14,763 $15,058 15,359 $15,667 15,980 $16,299 16,625 $16,958 17,297 $17,643 17,996 18,356 18,723 19,097 19,479 19,869 $395,615 
FTA Section 5309 New Start Grant (Euclid Corridor) $129,600 $1,900 $7,000 $7,500 $33,200 $45,100 $34,900 $129,600 
FTA Section 5309 New Start Grant (Commuter Rail) $54,170 $17,526 $18,051 $18,593 $54,170 

State Capital Grants (TRAC for Euclid Corridor) $70,000 $8,142 $16,322 11,365 $18,149 $16,022 $70,000 

State Capital Grants (Commuter Rail) $27,085 $8,763 $9,026 $9,297 $27,085 

Other State Capital Grants $215,700 $3,200 $7,200 11,200 $2,200 $5,300 $9,000 $5,700 $9,400 $6,200 $9,900 $6,700 10,400 $7,200 10,900 $7,700 11,500 $8,300 12,100 $8,900 12,700 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 $215,700 
Total, Capital Revenues $2,500,029 $102,687 $84,633 $88,656 $170,655 $130,152 $112,035 $101,973 $109,004 $106,385 $81,604 $64,723 $71,649 $71,828 $78,978 $79,566 $86,910 $87,339 $95,051 $95,866 $103,972 $105,591 $110,232 $115,007 $120,127 $125,404 $2,500,029 
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES AND DEBT SERVICE 

Capital Outlay - Core Sys, ECIP, & CAC Bus and Park-and Ride 1.030 $1,833,083 $73,574 96,164 $133,052 $108,900 $115,242 $41,542 $65,242 $41,100 $65,800 $44,300 $47,800 $51,400 $55,200 80,400 $59,300 70,700 70,700 70,700 $1,833,083 

Debt Service $270,958 $9,550 $11,920 11,920 $11,920 $14,636 $14,636 $14,636 $14,636 $14,636 $14,636 $14,636 14,636 $14,636 14,636 $13,936 13,936 $7,736 $7,736 $5,136 $5,136 $5,136 $5,136 $5,136 $270,958 














Total, Capital Expenditures and Debt Service $2,212,382 $83,124 $109,487 $108,084 $144,972 $123,536 $129,878 $91,229 $115,981 $92,922 $80,436 $58,936 $83,836 $62,436 $87,336 $65,336 $90,436 $62,936 $88,136 $64,436 $89,736 $75,836 $75,836 $75,836 $75,836 $75,836 $2,212,382 


TOTAL, CAPITAL, DEBT SERVICE, OPERATING EXPENDITURES $293,797 $322,684 $323,413 $366,226 $351,649 $366,093 $335,605 $367,933 $352,684 $352,750 $339,692 $373,295 $360,854 $395,000 $382,529 $417,462 $400,097 $435,744 $422,811 $459,220 $456,770 $468,573 $480,738 $493,277 $506,202 
TOTAL, CAPITAL AND OPERATING REVENUES $313,360 $297,830 $303,985 $391,909 $358,266 $348,250 $346,348 $360,957 $366,148 $353,919 $345,480 $361,108 $370,247 $386,642 $396,760 $413,937 $424,501 $442,659 $454,241 $473,457 $486,526 $502,969 $519,909 $537,568 $555,770 


Debt Service Coverage Ratio 





Sources: CEO/General Manager's Proposed Budget for FY 2002 - GCRTA, November 13, 2001 and Euclid Corridor Transportation Porject Bus Rapid Transit Component: Financial Analysis - GCRTA, September 28, 2001 


Sharon Greene and Associates 


February 3, 2002 
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Costs: 


e Base System O&M Costs: FY 2002 — 2004, consistent with GCRTA Revised 
Budget of November 2001. Beginning 2005, 3.1 percent annual growth rate 
assumed; 


e Euclid Corridor O&M Costs: based on Euclid Corridor Transportation Project BRT 
Financial Plan of September 25, 2001; 


e Capital Costs: FY 2002 — 2004, consistent with Revised Budget of November 
2001. Beginning 2005, consistent with Euclid Corridor Transportation Project BRT 
Financial Plan of September 25, 2001; 


e CAC Bus and Commuter Rail Capital Costs: reflect Parsons Brinckerhoff’s 
estimated capital costs, inflated to Year of Expenditure dollars assuming 
implementation over FY 2007 — 2009. 


6.2.12 Actions Required to Secure Funding for the CAC MIS Commuter Rail 
Component 


Securing the levels of financial participation proposed will require consensus among the 
participating agencies and demonstrated political support at the federal, state, regional, and 
local levels. Strategic action will be needed with regard to the following: 


Fulfill FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funding Requirements 


As described in earlier sections of this report, the CAC MIS commuter rail component could 
be considered for funding under the FTA Section 5309 New Starts Program. Under this 
discretionary grant program, project applicants nationwide compete for federal grant funds for 
new fixed guideway systems, including light rail, commuter rail, and bus rapid transit projects. 
Recent applicants have applied for 50 percent of project capital costs through the FTA New 
Starts Program, although grants of up to 80 percent have been applied for and secured in the 
past. 


In order to qualify for New Starts funds, projects must be rated by the FTA in accordance with 
its criteria for evaluating New Start projects. Among the requirements called for under these 
criteria, project applicants must demonstrate the financial capacity to implement and operate 
the New Start project while maintaining the ability to fund existing transit services. In addition 
to federal requirements, projects must also achieve criteria called for at the state and regional 
levels with respect to state and local goals and objectives, including transportation systems 
performance, environmental enhancement, and economic development, as well as financial 
capacity. FTA requires that projects pursuing FTA New Starts funding for preliminary 
engineering be programmed in the regions’ financially-constrained long range transportation 
plans by the MPOs — in this case, by AMATS, SCATS and NOACA. 


To be in the best position for receipt of New Starts funds, consideration should be given to 
identifying and authorizing the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Corridor for funding under TEA-21 
and under subsequent federal transportation authorizing acts. Consideration should also be 
given to identifying the CAC MIS projects in annual appropriations legislation to secure 
allocations of funding in specific dollar amounts. 
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Utilize the Reauthorization of TEA-21 as a Window of Opportunity for FTA New Starts 
Funding 


TEA-21, the existing federal act authorizing transportation funding for transportation programs 
and projects, will expire in 2003. Efforts are currently under way at the national level to 
develop the successor legislation to TEA-21. To best take advantage of the opportunity 
presented by reauthorization to secure an authorization and subsequent appropriation of 
funding for the CAC commuter rail program, it is recommended that further refinement of the 
commuter rail program continue. 


Conceptual engineering studies and updated financial analyses of the CAC MIS commuter 
rail component would build on the Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy recommended at the 
completion of the Major Investment Study. These transitional studies could allow the 
commuter rail component to advance toward the next milestone, initiation of preliminary 
engineering and environmental documentation. At the same time, such studies could provide 
an opportunity for the key participants in the CAC MIS to achieve strong local, regional and 
state consensus on the program. Transitional study could also allow for development of the 
financial plans called for under the Statement of Consensus agreed to by the CAC 
Coordinating Committee as a prerequisite to consideration by the metropolitan planning 
organizations to include the project in the financially-constrained long range transportation 
plans prepared by AMATS and NOACA. 


Include Projects of Independent Utility Recommended in the CAC MIS Locally Preferred 
Alternative in AMATS’ and NOACA’s Financially Constrained Long Range Plans 


As noted earlier, in order to be eligible for federal funding, the CAC MIS projects must be 
included in the financially constrained long-range transportation plans adopted by NOACA 
and AMATS, the key metropolitan planning organizations in the region. At the present time, 
the CAC MIS projects are not included in the list of Major Regional Transportation 
Investments adopted by the NOACA Governing Board, for which funding sources have been 
identified. The commuter rail component is part of the overall NEORail Program and included 
on an illustrative list of investments, which advance the NOACA Goals but have not had 
funding identified. With respect to AMATS, a portion of the highway projects proposed in the 
CAC Corridor are in the financially constrained element of the plan, and the CAC corridor 
commuter rail program is identified as under study on the unfunded element of the plan. The 
financially constrained plan includes funding for acquisition and upgrade of the railroad right 
of way, and a number of unidentified transit centers. 


Secure State Legislative Support for Funding 


As discussed earlier, the Locally Preferred Alternative for the CAC MIS includes two 
components that could be considered for funding though the TRAC: highway and commuter 
rail. While both modes could be considered, use of TRAC funds for commuter rail while there 
is a substantial backlog of under-funded and unfunded highway projects would present a 
challenging policy issue for resolution by the MPOs, ODOT, and the TRAC. 


The results of this Financial Strategies Report demonstrate the need for additional funding at 
the state level for both the highway component and for the commuter rail component of the 
CAC MIS. With respect to the highway component, inadequate funding at the statewide level 
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combined with competing needs and priorities will make it difficult to fully fund the highway 
projects proposed in the LPA within the FY 2002 — 2025 period. Additional funding resources 
are likely to be required to implement the recommendations of the CAC MIS, as well as 
necessary projects located elsewhere within the state. 


With respect to the commuter rail component, there is interest at the state level in fostering an 
intra- and inter-state program of commuter rail, intercity rail, and high-speed rail. At the 
center of these efforts is the Ohio Rail Development Commission. Introduction of commuter 
rail service in the CAC Corridor could be a first step in implementing capital improvements 
that could benefit multiple types of rail services. The 25 percent share of state funding 
proposed for the CAC commuter rail component could be an important expression of an 
emerging statewide policy. The State of Ohio has recently shown its commitment to 
commuter rail with the passing of Senate Bill 212 (introduced by Cong. Armbruster), Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 33 (introduced by Cong. Mallory), the future revision of Access Ohio, 
and the funding that was made available for the Cleveland —Columbus High Speed Rail 
project. 


Evaluate the Potential for Increased or New Dedicated Funding at the Local Level 


At the local level, a key potential requirement for the implementation of commuter rail 
component of the CAC MIS LPA is the continuation and/or increase of countywide sales 
taxes in the participating counties. While economic and political conditions can change 
rapidly relative compared for the timetable for implementing major transportation 
improvements, in the current economic and political climate, the sales tax increases required 
to fully implement the proposed improvements, particularly increases in the sales tax 
supporting the regional transit authorities to support the proposed commuter rail 
improvements, might be difficult to pass. 


The results of this Financial Strategies Report demonstrate the need for the existing revenues 
generated by the transit sales taxes currently in effect in the three counties that would be 
served by the transit improvements (including Stark County, where the sales tax is due for 
renewal this year). In addition, the report identifies the need for additional revenues at the 
local level in METRO beyond the % percent sales tax currently in effect. The additional 
revenues are needed to fund the authority's share of both capital and operating costs of the 
commuter rail program as well as to allow for enhancement of the base transit system. While 
the funding gap to be filled by the sales tax increase is less than the amount of revenue that 
would be generated by a 4 percent increase in the sales tax, existing state law provides for 
tax increments to be considered in 4 percent units as the minimum interval. If modification to 
state enabling legislation were possible, the level of incremental sales tax required would be 
more in the order of 1/12" of a percent (0.0833 percent). In this case, METRO could seek 
voter approval for an increase in their sales tax from the current 4 percent to 1/3 percent. 


With respect to GCRTA, if the CAC MIS commuter rail program were given priority as the 
next major capital investment project to be funded after the Euclid Corridor Improvement 
Program, GCRTA would have adequate financial resources for this program through 
revenues provided by its existing 1 percent sales tax. As other projects and corridors are 
now considered to be of higher priority to GCRTA, the authority’s financial ability to implement 
the commuter rail service in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Corridor would depend on the 
priority given to this project relative to other projects that could be implemented with GCRTA’s 
existing funding resources. 
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The recent US economic downturn and a steady decline in transit ridership has resulted in all 
three of the regional transit authorities serving the region to reduce service levels, which has 
resulted in losses in transit ridership and mode share. The drop in ridership and revenues 
has also caused the transit agencies to revisit their plans to expand their service volumes, 
improve service to existing markets and provide service to new markets. The timetable for 
implementation of the improvement recommended as elements of the LPA of this study most 
likely will be long (extending 25 years or more), while the recent downturn in the national 
economy and local transit usage are recent and possibly short-term developments, they form 
the context in which the improvements will be evaluated by the larger community in the short 
term. In this context, certain elements of the proposed LPA—particularly the commuter rail 
improvements, which have a large capital and operating cost and are projected to serve only 
a small number of local residents—may be difficult to justify. Changes in the political and 
economic environment, locally and nationally, will interact with the development process of 
each of these improvements as they move—or fail to do so—in their on-going development 
after the end of the MIS process. 


6.3 Detailed Environmental and Land Use Analysis 
6.3.1 Environmental Analysis 


The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted in 1969 and requires that federal 
agencies take into consideration the affect of their project and all major actions associated 
with that project on the quality of the human environment. NEPA requires federal agencies 
use an interdisciplinary approach in planning and decision-making that impacts the human 
and natural environment. The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) is the lead agency funding the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC) Interregional Travel Corridor Major Investment Study (MIS) 
and is therefore responsible for the potential impact of its actions on the environment should 
specific projects recommended in the final MIS be implemented. Any other federal agency 
using federal funds to implement subsequent projects would be required to complete an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the impact of those projects on the environment. 


Alternative courses of action must be evaluated under Part 771 of 23 CFR and subsequent 
decisions made in the best overall public interest. The decisions should be based upon a 
balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation, social, economic and 
environmental (SEE) impacts of the proposed transportation improvement, and national, state 
and local environmental protection goals. All reasonable alternatives under consideration 
must be developed to a comparable level of detail so that their comparative merits may be 
evaluated. 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 states that it is a national 
policy that special efforts be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and 
public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. The 
Secretary of Transportation may approve a project that requires the use of publicly owned 
land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site only 
after evaluation and determination that no other prudent and feasible alternatives have been 
identified. Potential Section 4(f) impacts were identified during the evaluation of the CAC MIS 
alternatives. 
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Studies were undertaken throughout the Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC) Interregional Travel 
Corridor Major Investment Study (MIS) process to determine the existing social, economic, 
and environmental (SEE) conditions in the study area. Due to the enormous size of the study 
area, SEE data was only collected along the highway, commuter rail, and light rail right-of- 
way corridors and adjacent land. 


As with other components of the MIS process, existing SEE conditions are identified only for 
those issues that may influence the selection of a transportation mode and general alignment. 
Therefore, the existing conditions descriptions have been developed only to the level of detail 
necessary to differentiate among the major impacts of the alternatives being considered. 
Site-specific SEE conditions will require more detailed assessment during the environmental 
compliance phase of the specific projects that result from this MIS as a requirement of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The existing social, economic and environmental 
conditions were taken into consideration when developing the locally preferred alternative 
(LPA). 


In addition to the highway and rail corridors, potential impacts of rail stations, park-and-ride 
lots, transfer stations, and transit centers were also assessed. At most of these sites, specific 
facility locations were flexible enough that major SEE impacts could be avoided. Most of the 
proposed park-and-ride lots, transfer stations, and transit centers were located at sites that 
were already developed (e.g., parking lots, malls, and downtowns, etc.). SEE impacts at 
these sites were therefore minimal and not a factor in differentiating among the alternatives. 


At locations where stations, park-and-ride lots, transfer stations, and transit centers could 
result in impacts to an undeveloped site, existing conditions information is presented. With 
the exception of the park-and-ride lot at the intersection of Graham Road and Newcomer 
Road in Cuyahoga Falls, all new stations, park-and-ride lots, transfer stations, and transit 
centers are located within the corridors being considered. 


The locally preferred alternative involves some widening and addition of lanes, and upgrading 
and modernizing the existing transportation alignments. These improvements will be 
undertaken within existing right-of-ways and will not have a direct impact on any existing SEE 
factors. 


The social, economic and environmental conditions identified in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and evaluated during the CAC MIS process include: surface water 
features, wetlands, special-status species, parks, recreation areas, and nature preserves, 
environmental justice, relocations, cultural resources, noise, and air quality. 


6.3.1.1 Environmental Impact Analysis Methodology 


The methodology used to evaluate the potential impacts of the CAC MIS alternatives on 
social, economic, and environmental (SEE) factors was detailed enough to identify those 
impacts that influenced the selection of a transportation mode and general alignment. 
However, the analysis was not as detailed as what would be conducted during the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Thus, this analysis identifies the major impacts 
that may differentiate among the alternatives. The basic underlying assumption is that it is 
not practical or necessary to know all of the detailed, site-specific SEE impacts in order to 
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make sound decisions about the alternatives. However, this analysis will be of value as a 
basis for evaluations conducted as part of subsequent NEPA documents. 

The methodology implemented to evaluate alternatives and ultimately choose the locally 
preferred alternative were as follows: 


° Identify Existing SEE Conditions. For all relevant SEE issues, existing 
conditions were identified. This information was provided to the Coordinating 
Committee in the form of individual technical reports that served as the baseline 
for all subsequent impact evaluations. 


° Identify Impact Criteria. Based on regulatory requirements, past experience, 
and professional judgment, impact criteria were developed for all of the relevant 
SEE issues. These criteria were devised in order to identify major impacts. 
Table 6.3-1 lists these criteria. 


° Identify Fatal Flaws. For all of the options under consideration, individual 
improvements were evaluated to determine whether any would result in severe 
impacts that may be fatal flaws. Improvements that had fatal flaws were revised 
to reduce impacts. 


° Develop Alternatives Matrices. A matrix was developed for each highway and 
rail alternative including stations and park-and-ride lots. Using the criteria in 
Table 6.3-1, the existing environmental conditions of each improvement were 
identified and noted in the matrix. Each matrix gave an overall qualitative rating 
for each improvement. These ratings were as follows: 


o Major Impact (major impacts to one or more SEE category) 
o Moderate Impact (moderate impacts to one or more SEE category) 
o Minor Impact (minor impacts to all SEE categories) 


Due to the conceptual level of the alternatives being considered, two main assumptions were 
made as part of the impact analysis. First, it was assumed that the bus routes would not 
result in notable SEE impacts. This was based on the fact that no right-of-way acquisition 
would be required for these routes and that noise increases along these routes would be 
negligible considering the number of buses involved and current traffic volumes on the roads 
that comprise the routes. 


Second, a large number of the proposed park-and-ride lots, transfer stations, and transit 
centers would be located at sites that are already developed (e.g., parking lots, malls, and 
downtowns, etc.). At these developed sites, major SEE impacts are not expected. 
Therefore, these sites are not anticipated to differentiate among the alternatives, anda 
detailed impact analysis will not be performed. Where these facilities have been proposed at 
undeveloped locations, a full impact evaluation will be conducted. 
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Table 6.3-1: Impact Criteria for SEE Issues 


Surface Water Number of major surface waters features crossed 
Floodplains Number of 100-year floodplains crossed 


| Number of significant wetlands affected 
a a Number of non-prime farmland parcels affected 
Impacts 


Neighborhoods Number of locations with major neighborhood impacts 
Community Institutions Number of schools, churches, hospitals, and cemeteries affected 


Number of designated trails affected 
Bicyclists 
Environmental Justice Overall concern based on specific impacts (relocations, noise, vibration, 
parks, economic impacts, etc.) in relation to areas of concern (identified 
using census data) 
Number of archaeological sites affected 


Vibration Number of impacted vibration-sensitive receivers 
Ecological Overall concern based on wetland, special status species, surface water, 
floodplain, and park impacts 


Special Status Species Number of affected locations where species with regulatory protection are 
present 
Number of affected locations where species without regulatory protection 
are present 

Parks Number of parks affected by ROW acquisition 





Section 6f, Section 1010, | Number of 6f, 1010, and NatureWorks parks affected 
and NatureWorks Sites 


Air Quality Change in VMT/VHT relative to No Build alternative 
Residential Relocations Number of residences relocated 
Business Relocations Number of businesses relocated 


Negative Economic Location of employment centers 
Impacts Overall level of economic activity 
Number of business relocations 


Hazardous Materials Number of sites potentially affected 


Visual Conditions Description of major changes to visual conditions 





The following environmental studies were conducted on the study area as a whole, focusing 
on the first round of defined alternatives. These alternatives initially developed included 
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commuter rail, light rail, bus, highway alternatives, stations and park-and-ride lots (a detailed 
discussion of the evaluation of alternatives is in Chapter 5). The studies identified previously 
documented environmental conditions along the alternatives and within close proximity. The 
specific social, economic and environmental factors are outlined below: 


Surface Water 


Numerous rivers, streams, canals, lakes and ponds are located along the corridors being 
studied. The locations of major surface water features are shown on Figure 6.3-1. Minor 
ditches and channels that flow only during severe storms are not shown. Figure 6.3-1 
distinguishes between surface water features that are crossed by existing highway and rail 
facilities and those that are close to them. In some cases, surface waters identified as close 
to highway or rail corridors run parallel to them for a substantial distance. The largest and 
most prominent surface water feature is the Cuyahoga River. In general, the existing 
crossings of this river include large bridges and massive fill embankments due to the size of 
the river and the relatively wide river valley. 


All rivers and streams identified on Figure 6.3-1 are included on the State of Ohio’s Clean 
Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List for fiscal year 1999-2000. This list identifies water 
bodies in which designated aquatic life uses are impaired or threatened due to water quality 
degradation. The causes vary, but common ones include: organic enrichment, chlorine, 
ammonia, oil and grease, habitat alteration, and flow alteration. 


Impacts to the major surface water features identified in Figure 6.3-1 will require a CWA 
Section 401 permit from the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA). It will also 
require a CWA Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 


Floodplains 


Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) prepared by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) identify 100-year floodplains associated with approximately half of the major 
surface water features in the study area. Figure 6.3-2 shows the locations where FEMA- 
designated 100-year floodplains are crossed by or are close to the highway and railroad 
corridors being studied. Floodplains serve numerous important functions such as floodwater 
retention, flood attenuation, and wildlife habitat. In addition, floodplains often include wetland 
habitats. Alteration of existing bridges or culverts within floodplains will likely require more 
coordination with regulatory agencies and more detailed hydraulic modeling than those water 
features for which FEMA has not identified 100-year floodplains. 


Wetlands 


Wetlands along the study corridors were identified by using both resource mapping and field 
observations. The main mapping used was the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps. Because they were not extensively field-checked 
when developed, NWI maps typically contain some inaccurate information. However, they do 
serve as a good general source of information for conceptual studies such as an MIS. Field 
observations were used to verify the accuracy of the NWI maps along all of the highway 
corridors and also at proposed rail station, park-and-ride lot, transfer station, and transit 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-59 





center locations. Additionally, aerial photographs were examined to verify field observations 
and the NWI maps. 


Numerous regulated wetlands and non-regulated water features are located adjacent to the 
study corridors. The wetlands vary in size and quality and include intact, high-quality 
wetlands as well as wetlands that have been partially filled or otherwise compromised by 
farming and development. In general, these wetlands are regulated under Section 404 of the 
CWA as “waters of the United States.” Included within the “wetlands” category are numerous 
minor surface water features such as small ponds, sloughs, and streams, which are also 
regulated under Section 404 of the CWA. Impacts to wetlands will likely require CWA Section 
401 and 404 permits during the environmental compliance (NEPA) phase of any project 
selected for implementation as a result of this MIS. Non-regulated water features include 
detention basins, drainage ditches, and ornamental ponds. 


Figure 6.3-3 presents the existing conditions for wetlands adjacent to study area corridors. 
To develop this figure, all of the study corridor segments were evaluated and categorized as 
minor, moderate, and substantial concerns based on the location and number of wetlands 
adjacent to each segment. Segments of substantial concern have six or more wetlands 
within 100 feet of the existing right-of-way (ROW). Moderate concern segments are those 
that have between three and five wetlands within 100 feet. Minor concerns are defined as 
having one or two wetlands within 100 feet. These categories reflect the general degree of 
difficulty that would likely be experienced should Section 404 and 401 permits be required 
due to impacts. Additionally, “significant” individual wetland features are identified on Figure 
6.3-3. Significant wetland features are those that, if impacted, would require more extensive 
regulatory coordination and review due to their relatively large size and/or high-quality habitat. 


The locations and types of wetlands present in the study area are the result of regional 
geology and glacially influenced terrain features. The wetlands adjacent to the study 
corridors include forested, scrub/shrub, emergent, and open water palustrine wetlands as well 
as small riparian open water features. The most common category of wetland along the 
corridors is open-water wetlands. Scrub/shrub wetlands, forested wetlands, and small 
regulated streams are also numerous. 


In general, wetlands are uncommon north of I-80 (Ohio Turnpike) and within the Akron and 
Canton metropolitan areas south of I-80. The lack of wetlands north of I-80 (especially in the 
Cleveland metropolitan area) is mainly attributable to the terrain features of the area and to 
extensive urban development. Outside the Cleveland metropolitan area, wetlands are more 
common along the rail corridors than along highway corridors. As Figure 6.3-3 indicates, 
major wetland concerns are located along I-77, SR 8, I-277, the Hudson commuter rail 
corridor, and the Kent commuter rail corridor. 


Significant wetlands adjacent to the study corridors include large wetland complexes, high 

quality seeps, and fen plant communities. Several significant wetlands are found along the 
Kent commuter rail corridor between Twinsburg and Kent, along I-77 north of Akron, and at 
the headwaters of the Tuscarawas River along the rail corridor between Akron and Canton. 
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Special Status Species 


Special-status species include those that have been given a special designation by either the 
State of Ohio or the federal government. Under Ohio statutes and administrative rules, the 
following designations are used: 


e Endangered (plants and wildlife) 
e Threatened (plants and wildlife) 
° Special Interest (wildlife) 

° Potentially Threatened (plants) 


Under Ohio law, threatened plants and endangered plants and wildlife are subject to 
regulatory protection. Potentially threatened plants, special interest wildlife, and threatened 
wildlife do not receive regulatory protection. 


Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, species that are federally designated as either 
threatened or endangered are afforded regulatory protection, which is administered by the 
USFWS. 


Based on coordination with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Natural 
Areas and Preserves, numerous special-status species that may be present near the highway 
and rail corridors were evaluated. Within 500 feet of the corridors, there are more than 140 
historical records of special-status species occurrences. These records of known special- 
status species are concentrated in areas protected as State Nature Preserves or within the 
Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area (CVNRA). Figure 6.3-4 shows the locations 
where special-status species are known to exist. This figure also identifies areas where 
species with regulatory protection may be present. In general, the highest concentrations 
and number of species are located along the commuter rail routes. There is one federally 
designated threatened species present in the project area: the northern monkshood 
(Aconitum noveboracense). This species is known to exist along SR 8 near the Cuyahoga 
River in the Cuyahoga Falls area. 


Wild and Scenic Rivers 
There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers present in the study area. 
Parks, Recreation Areas, and Nature Preserves 


Numerous parks, recreation areas, and nature preserves are located within the study 
corridors. Figure 6.3-5 shows the location of nature preserves, metro parks, and the CVNRA. 
Figure 6.3-6 depicts the location of municipal parks, golf courses, and recreational trails. 

Both of these figures distinguish between properties or facilities that are adjacent to the 
existing ROW and those that are within 500 feet of the ROW, but not adjacent to it. These 
two figures also identify sites or facilities that were purchased or improved with money from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCEF), the State of Ohio’s NatureWorks Local 
Recreation Grants Program (NatureWorks), and the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery 
Act (UPARR). 
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Section 6(f) of the LWCF provides special protection for property improved or developed with 
LWCF funds. Specifically, Section 6(f) states that property improved or developed with 
LWCF funds shall not be converted to any use other than public recreation without the 
approval of the National Park Service. Such approval is not granted unless replacement 
property of equivalent usefulness is provided. 


The NatureWorks program is the State of Ohio’s equivalent to the federal LWCF program. 
This program includes a regulatory protection clause identical to Section 6(f) of the LWCF. 
The UPARR provides federal funding to financially strained communities for recreational 
facilities and programs. These funds are intended for the rehabilitation of existing 
recreational facilities and the development of improved recreational programs in these 
communities. Section 1010 of this act provides special protection for property improved or 
developed with UPARR funds. This protection is identical to that provided by Section 6(f) of 
the LWCF. 


In addition to the protections described above, Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 provides protection to publicly owned parks and recreation areas. 
Section 4(f) requires that “use” of property from such sites as a result of a proposed project 
must be avoided if there are feasible and prudent alternative courses of action. If avoidance 
is not feasible and prudent, then all possible planning to minimize harm to these sites must be 
included in the project. All publicly owned parks, nature preserves, and golf courses in the 
project area would be protected by Section 4(f). Similarly, the CVNRA and the trails identified 
on Figure 7.3-6 would also be protected by Section 4(f). Privately owned golf courses would 
not be subject to Section 4(f) regulations. Impacts to properties protected by Section 4(f) will 
require detailed analysis and considerable coordination during the environmental compliance 
(NEPA) phase of the project. 


Hazardous Materials 


The following federal laws are applicable to the identification of hazardous material sites: the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) regulates the management and 
disposal of solid and hazardous wastes; the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984 (HSWA) is an amendment to RCRA establishing land bans and underground storage 
tank (UST) requirements; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) authorizes identification and remediation of abandoned 
hazardous waste sites and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986 expands CERCLA to provide defenses to the liability provisions for contaminated sites. 


Existing hazardous materials sites near the study corridors were identified through a 
database search conducted by the OEPA. This identified sites of major concern including 
abandoned landfills, sites on the National Priority List (NPL sites), sites included in the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liability Information System database 
(CERCLIS sites), active landfills, and sites listed on the Ohio Master Sites List. Collectively, 
these sites comprise the major hazardous materials concerns along the study corridors. Due 
to the extensive size of the project corridors, sites of less concern (such as underground 
storage tanks) that tend to be more numerous were not identified. 
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Figure 6.3-7 indicates the locations where major hazardous materials sites are near the 
corridors being studied. In general, most of the sites are in the Cleveland and Akron 
metropolitan areas. However, there are also isolated sites along various corridors between 
Cleveland and Canton. 


Results of the OEPA database search do not include exact boundaries of contaminated sites. 
Instead, each site is identified by a specific point location. In some instances, this makes it 
difficult to determine whether or not a site is adjacent to a study corridor. Additionally, the 
extent of contamination associated with individual sites may not be known or may extend 
beyond property boundaries. Based on this situation, a conservative approach to mapping 
was used. The result is that Figure 6.3-7 most likely slightly overstates hazardous materials 
concerns. Additionally, hazardous materials databases typically contain some erroneous 
records. Therefore, the accuracy of Figure 6.3-7 is contingent upon the accuracy of 
information supplied by OEPA. 


6.3.2 Land Use 


The PB team examined existing and potential land use policies that could enhance the 
effectiveness of major transportation alternatives in terms of economic development, growth 
management/"smart growth” initiatives, and induced ridership. 


This section presents an overview of existing and potential transit-supportive land use and 
development policies in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC) Inter-Regional Transportation 
Corridor. The overview provides background information and presents land use development 
policies that encourage transit-sensitive development. 


Although the Major Investment Study (MIS) considers both highway and transit improvements 
in the corridor, the focus of this analysis is the ability of fixed guideway transit to direct land 
use development in the central business districts (CBDs) and around station stops. The 
literature review concluded that fixed guideway transit, when combined with supportive public 
policies, could drive the location characteristics and mix of development for a region. Rail 
transit can also enhance the economic efficiency and attractiveness of a region, as well as 
generate a modest amount of net new development within concentrated areas. Public 
policies that can influence the location characteristic and mix of development related to major 
highway improvements are also identified. 


Existing land uses adjacent to the study corridors vary widely. Every commonly recognized 
land use classification is present including: low-, medium-, and high-density residential; light 
and heavy industrial; commercial; retail; open space/parks; institutional; vacant; agricultural; 
and office. These land uses are clearly related to the historic and present transportation 
system, with both land uses and the transportation system influencing each other. 


The purpose and need statement for this project provides a variety of demographic and 
employment information that highlights existing land use in the study area. As is the case in 
many parts of the country, decreasing household sizes, increasing numbers of households, 
and the decentralization of employment centers away from urban cores are resulting in land 
use changes. Previously undeveloped rural areas and fringe suburbs are experiencing 
residential, commercial, office, retail, light industrial, and institutional development. 
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Land use policies within the study area also vary widely. Most of the local governments 
outside major urban centers do not have policies that support transit-oriented development or 
address dispersed development. It should be noted that the distinction between undesirable 
land use changes and desirable land use changes is often unclear. It is not uncommon for a 
specific land use change to be viewed positively by some people and government entities 
and negatively by others. For this reason, assessing land use impacts resulting from the CAC 
project will involve explicit and implicit value judgments. 


There is an important relationship between land use, land use policies, and the success of 
transit facilities. The transit alternatives under consideration will likely require supporting land 
use policies to elevate their projected ridership to reasonable levels. 


While the impact that the highway portion of this project on future land use is undeniable, the 
land use impact portion of this study concentrated on the land use policies necessary to best 
support the transit option. The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) requires this level of analysis. 


During the course of this study, discussions were held with representatives of 16 jurisdictions 
in the study corridor relative to existing and planned land use and development policies that 
could influence transit oriented development (TOD). It is recommended that all jurisdictions 
in the study corridor affected by the transit recommendations perform a comprehensive 
evaluation of public policies to ensure the best use of the transit investment by promoting 
land use planning and zoning policies that provide for compact, mixed development, that 
promotes diverse economic development, provides for safe and effective pedestrian 
movements and reduces low-density suburban “sprawl” development. This review could 
consider incentives to promote efficient development including: 


° Reduced parking requirements for new construction 
° Density bonuses 
e Tax abatement 


e Financial assistance 

° Enterprise zones 

° Tax increment financing 

° Infrastructure investments 


e Revitalization/rehabilitation programs 

° Public sector facility locating/leasing policies 

° Land consolidation 

° Land write-down, accelerated depreciation process 

° Leasing/purchase policies 

° Marketing and promotion of property or area by local governments, and 
° Environmental clean-up 


Other tools that might be considered for promoting the best use of the transit investment 
include: 
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e Reduced availability of parking 

e Parking taxes 

e Down zoning 

° Impact fees 

e Growth boundaries 

e Stringent regulatory/permitting requirements 
e Infrastructure restrictions, and 

° Special taxes 


Communities that become the location for stations should include detailed station area land 
use plans that promote: 


e Vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
° Parking policies 

° Parks, open space and conservation 

° Provisions for phased development 


The following are a list of those jurisdictions and a summary of their TOD policies: 


Figure 6.3-8: CAC Corridor TOD Compatibility Grid 


Comments 


City Bedford Basic zoning is the primary form of planning. No plans to counteract sprawl, promote 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), or smart growth. City has hired consultants to make 
recommendations for the Broadway Ave. corridor. 

Origin/Destination/Both Both 


City Cleveland Business Revitization Districts: TOD overlay; large public investments; parking limits;dense 


CBD. 


Origin/Destination/Both 
Land development policies are implicit in zoning. No growth management or TOD. Interest 
in infill. Will assist in assembly of parcels to promote infill development. Have joint 
economic development districts with four townships. Seek to control growth to designated 
areas. Prioritize transportation needs based on level-of-service grades. 


Cuyahoga'Falls Developing a 2010 land use thoroughfare plan. Generally large-lot zoning, and a layout that 


is not conducive to transit is the precedent. However, there is proposed medium-to high- 

Origin density land use located near transportation and centers of activity. 

HndSen) Comprehensive plan addresses growth management. City is trying to control growth by 
limiting residential permits. Land development code encourages pedestrian connections. 
TOD is addressed. 


Origin 
Macedonia 


Planning is done through subdivision regulations and a planning commision review board. 
No measures to counteract sprawl or TOD. 
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Empirical evidence (see National Research Council, Transit Cooperative Research Report 16 
Transit and Urban Form, 1996) indicates that fixed guideway transit systems (e.g., commuter 
or light rail) can influence and, in turn, be influenced by, land use and land use policies. Also, 
mixing rather than separating land uses can make transit more attractive, particularly when 
complementary uses are combined within convenient walking distances and with quality 
pedestrian environments. Increased densities, both residential and employment, located 
near transit stations also enhance transit ridership. Finally, site-specific design aspects (e.g., 
pedestrian systems, building locations, street systems, parking policies and security) also 
support transit uses. Highways obviously also influence development, but because of their 
ubiquity when compared to the limited number of fixed guideway station locations, highway 
influences are much less site-specific. 


6.3.2.1 Land Use Analysis Process 


This section provides guidance in developing rail-supportive land use primarily around 
stations in the CAC corridor. The analysis utilized primary and secondary data, as well as 
telephone interviews, local land use and planning documents, and the expertise of PB team 
member, Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc, (BBPA). 


The PB team examined existing and prospective public land use and development policies 
around suggested transit station locations and within communities potentially served by CAC 
transit alternatives. Discussions were held with representatives of sixteen jurisdictions in the 
CAC corridor. Relevant municipal land use policies and plans were examined, and field 
surveys of selected station areas and their surrounding areas were conducted. Empirical 
evidence from other similar transit systems and localities was also evaluated. 


Conclusions were formulated on existing and prospective policies, which can influence 
transit-oriented development and, in turn, transit ridership. A separate discussion evaluates 
the degree to which public policies and transit alternatives can impact development patterns 
and urban form within the CAC corridor and the surrounding study area. 


The study team identified representative municipalities in the study corridor to contact for 
information about development and land use policies. The PB team conducted telephone 
interviews with representatives from planning, zoning, building departments, and consultants 
serving these selected municipalities: 

° Bedford 

° Brecksville 

e Cleveland 

° Garfield Heights 

° Independence 

e Akron 

° Barberton 

° Cuyahoga Falls 

° Macedonia 

° Twinsburg 
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e Kent 
e Streetsboro 
e Canton 


e North Canton 
e Hudson 
e Jackson Township 


Representatives of the municipalities were asked to describe policies, if they existed, that 
encouraged infill, neo-traditional or “new urbanist” development or redevelopment, 
pedestrian-orientated development, density bonuses, growth management, community 
reinvestment or any other innovative economic development planning mechanisms that might 
be used in their communities. 


The interviews indicate that communities in the corridor use a broad range of transit- sensitive 
planning practices. Several are revising their comprehensive plans to reflect current “smart 
growth” planning practices. 


6.3.2.2 Existing Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policies in Corridor Communities 


Primary destination station areas in Akron, and, in particular, Cleveland, have established 
policies that are generally supportive of public transit. 


Akron 


Although Akron does not have an updated comprehensive plan, there is interest in infill 
development. Currently, land development policies are guided by existing zoning. The city is 
willing to help assemble parcels to facilitate investment. Akron has also developed Joint 
Economic Development Districts with four townships. 


Akron has a variety of development incentives that could lead to transit-supportive 
development. The city of Akron’s Office of Economic Development manages these programs 
and they range from tax increment financing (TIF) to the Enterprise Commuter program. 
These programs are generally site-specific and have a greater influence on transit than on 
highway investments. TIF supports the economic revitalization of many blighted and 
underutilized areas by allocating a portion of the increase in real property tax revenue to 
support needed improvements within the specific TIF zone. The Enterprise Zone Program 
encourages long-term economic strength and physical investment by targeting incentives to 
specific areas. This program is independent of the Federal Empowerment Zone Program. 
Within the designated zone, special tax incentives are provided to businesses investing in 
capital improvements and creating or retaining job opportunities. 


The Downtown Development Loan Program provides low-interest permanent financing for 
building rehabilitation or expansion. Loans of up to $175,000 are offered to property and 
business owners for downtown investment at 3 percent below prime lending rate. 


The Fagade Improvement Grant Program offers a matching grant of up to $15,000 to property 
or business owners for exterior improvements. 
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Matching grants are also extended to retail, for-profit businesses reoccupying vacant 
storefronts on South Main Street, between Market and Cedar Streets. The incentives offered 
are matched lease grants for the first 12 months of business. 


Akron also encourages private reinvestment in the downtown area by acquiring properties 
needed for future development. These acquisitions are supported through land banking and 
also the State of Ohio’s Impacted Cities Program. 


The Akron Enterprise Community program, defined as a 13.5 square mile area directed 
toward the center of the city, has already awarded $2.9 million dollars. This program 
provides funds for stakeholders to work together to build a strategic plan focused on 
improving the economic opportunities and supporting increased stability for businesses and 
residents of the community. 


Cleveland 


Cleveland downtown growth policies and progress include large public investments, 
downtown tax districts, private non-profit development corporations, TIF districts, extensive 
use of state and federal funds, and utilization of public/private partnerships. Cleveland 
maintains a level of development, which is supportive of transit. The nature of the policies 
and the physical characteristics of the Cleveland/Cuyahoga County portion of the CAC 
corridor make these policies more supportive of transit than Downtown Cleveland highway 
investments. In 1990 147,798 people were working downtown, and employment density per 
square mile was 17,437.1 This number represents 18 percent of the total employment in 
Cuyahoga County. The number of jobs in the City of Cleveland increased almost 5 percent 
between 1989 and 1996. In addition, between 1991 and 1998, over 1,200 hotel rooms were 
constructed. Between 1991 and 1996, 663 market-rate apartments were also introduced. 


Cleveland’s development program directed investment into tourist and regional visitor 
attraction site locations which include: Jacobs Field, the Browns Stadium, Gund Arena, the 
Cleveland State University Convocation Center, the Science Museum, the Rock and Roll Hall 
of Fame, and the Flats entertainment district. In summary, Cleveland is demonstrating 
concentrated growth as an employment, tourist, residential, and entertainment center. 


A commuter rail line would reinforce these developments provided that easy pedestrian and 
shuttle connections were available from the station. In addition, shuttles from Cleveland and 
Cuyahoga County stations could readily connect the following employment centers: 
University Circle, with 41,991 jobs and an employment density of 10,123 per square mile, 
Metro/Westside with 22,402 jobs - employment density of 5,259 per square mile, Chagrin/I- 
271 with 19,082 jobs - employment density of 5,915 per square mile, State Rt. 2/SOM with 
13,455 jobs - employment density of 5,086 per square mile, and Aurora & Solon Roads with 
12,152 jobs - employment density of 5,476 per square mile2 


" William Ferry, Employment Centers in Greater Cleveland, Case Western Reserve University 
Department of Economics, April, 1997. 

? William Ferry, Employment Centers in Greater Cleveland, Case Western Reserve University 
Department of Economics, April, 1997. 
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A well-integrated and well-designed rail line would reinforce and add value to these 
concentrated centers. 


The following land use regulations in Cleveland are supportive of transit-oriented 
development: 


The City of Cleveland can establish Business Revitalization Districts for commercial districts 
that desire project-by-project design review. Currently, such a district exists in a portion of 
the Euclid corridor, in the Midtown District, from E. 30th Street to East 55th Street. In 
addition, the City of Cleveland Planning Department performs design review in the downtown 
central business district and in portions of University Circle. In order to protect the entire 
Euclid Corridor District, and to insure that development takes place in transit-supportive ways, 
Cleveland intends to introduce to Cleveland City Council legislation that establishes design 
review controls for the entire corridor. 


The City of Cleveland intends to update zoning and other land use regulations to reflect the 
findings of area development plans. The city also intends to ensure that land uses in areas 
served by public transit promote ridership in the corridor. 


The City of Cleveland, in cooperation with GCRTA, is evaluating transit-oriented development 
(TOD) overlay zoning that would further protect the investment made in transit and enhance 
ridership generated from land uses within the transit corridor as part of the Euclid Corridor 
Improvement Project. Overlay zoning includes a separate zoning classification for key 
development elements such as permitted uses, density, setbacks, building coverage, lot size, 
streetscape standards, parking ratios, special standards for signage in station areas and 
other key principles. For example, Section 349.14(d) of the Cleveland zoning code prohibits 
the establishment or expansion of surface parking lots within designated districts approved by 
the city planning commission. 


Although not regulated by zoning, but as a matter of policy, Cleveland has carefully sited 
major public assembly facilities (including the Cleveland State University Convocation Center, 
Jacobs Field, Gund Arena and the new Cleveland Browns Stadium) around the core of the 
downtown office and retail district, where these facilities would be close to transit. Parking for 
these facilities is also restricted. For example, no new parking was built for the 13,000-seat 
Convocation Center. The Gateway Sports Complex, which includes the 42,000-seat Jacobs 
Field and the 20,000-seat Gund Arena, added only 3,200 new spaces to replace surface lots 
eliminated during construction. The new Cleveland Browns Stadium has 72,000 seats, and 
no new parking was built. Much of the parking that surrounded the old Municipal Stadium, 
which is now occupied by other attractions such as the Rock-n-Roll Hall of Fame and 
museum, has not been replaced. All of these programs serve to encourage facility visitors to 
use available transit services. 
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Origin-and-Destination Stations 


Origin-and-destination stations, as presented below, generally have policies that support 
transit, although none as aggressively as the City of Cleveland. 


Canton 


The City of Canton developed a comprehensive plan for the city during the same period that 
the CAC MIS was conducted. The plan incorporates concepts that promote concentrated 
development and could be served well by public transportation. The plan advocates the 
urban village concept and the redevelopment of downtown Canton. 


Cuyahoga Falls 


Transit-supportive policies in Cuyahoga Falls permit development densities of 25 to 70 units 
per acre in locations near activity centers and adequate transportation. The municipality has a 
broad mix of housing types. Eighty percent of the units in Cuyahoga Falls are single-family 
detached houses. The remaining twenty percent are multi-family and townhouses. More 
townhouses and multi-family are projected. Provisions are made for diversity of uses in and 
around high-density residential areas. Residential land-use accounts for 20 percent of the 
city’s land. The Urban Renewal Commercial District is a specialized development zone in the 
CBD. This district was established to improve the physical, social, and economic conditions 
of the old downtown. 


A bikeway is planned for the city’s east side, with an eventual river crossing and connection 
to the Metro Park Silver Lake-Kent Bikeway. Furthermore, a walk linking the Riverfront 
Center to Riverfront Park at Bailey Road is anticipated. These pedestrian improvements 
would help greatly to support mass transit. 


Hudson 


Hudson produced a new comprehensive plan in 1995 that presumes the development of a 
downtown rail station. There are plans for new townhouses in cluster development near the 
proposed station. There have been allowances for more intensive development or 
“upzoning” in the downtown. Hudson already has a dense village center, but plans for the 
Village Core District encourage a predominance of compact, pedestrian-scale retail. In this 
district, single-family detached houses can have a density of up to eight units per acre, 
duplexes 12 units to the acre, townhouses 20 units per acre, and multi-family buildings up to 
30 units per acre. Planned developments incorporating a mix of residential and commercial 
uses are permitted. Downtown Hudson has 40,000 square feet of retail space; future 
projections would see the downtown double this amount. There are also plans to develop 
apartments above street-level retail space. 


Hudson is a fast growing community and has a growing imbalance between residential and 
non-residential development, putting pressure on the existing infrastructure. In the city’s 
District 6, the key western gateway to the City of Hudson, planners are encouraging future 
employment growth. The city would like to attract high quality office and industrial business 
parks that could be linked to transit. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-7 7 





Kent 


Kent is a college town that has fiscal concerns because a large proportion of its land is tax 
exempt. Kent State University is the city’s largest employer. There is little undeveloped land. 
To make the best use of available land, cluster development is encouraged, and Kent has a 
variety of high-density zoning categories. 


e R-3 is conditionally permitted 8 dwelling units per acre, 

° R-3a is permitted use of 15 dwelling units per acre, 

e R-4 is permitted multi-family of 36 dwelling units per acre, 
e R-C is mixed-use with predominantly residential, and 

e C-R is mixed-use with predominantly commercial. 


The downtown is a mixed-use district. Sidewalks are required, and pedestrian connections 
and bike trails are being improved. 


Primary-Origin Locations 


The following are primary-origin locations, where transit services oriented to park-and-ride 
lots will generally support residential uses spread out throughout these communities. Listed 
below are station-specific comments. These policies are generally applicable to both 
highway and transit investments, although transit would allow more site-specific influences. 
The policies listed are generally policies that are in-place, although very limited utilization has 
been made of these zoning tools. In general, more built-out areas that have experienced 
suburban sprawl have more aggressive policies to facilitate managed or “smart” growth. Less 
developed communities, many of which are now rapidly growing, tend to have fewer controls 
on sprawl development. 


Barberton 


Barberton has mixed-use development regulations to encourage a new-urbanist style 
development. Barberton has a National Register Historic District, and historic rehabilitation 
tax credits are applied for improvements within the district. The town also has a Planned Unit 
Developments (PUD) zoning category in place to accommodate future development, with 
incentives for amenities such as new green areas. Earlier alternatives included bus facilities 
in Barberton, but the locally preferred alternative includes no improvements located in the 
city. 


Bedford 


Bedford is completing a revitalization study for the Broadway Avenue corridor. The results of 
the analysis are not currently available. However, the city has reported that the purpose of 
the study is to enhance the Broadway corridor and to refocus development in the area to that 
corridor. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-78 





Brecksville 


Brecksville has cluster development zoning in place, which will potentially make additional 
land available for infill investment. The municipality already uses a successful park-and-ride 
lot served by buses to Downtown Cleveland. 


Garfield Heights 


Garfield Heights’ master plan allows clustered development. Unfortunately, limited vacant 
land is available, with most development opportunities representing infill or redevelopment. 


Independence 


Independence is experiencing very rapid growth, with relatively high-density office jobs. 
However, there is no attempt to orient development around transit. 


Jackson Township 


Jackson Township generally has very low-density residential use with little supporting 
infrastructure. Existing zoning does not encourage compact development. 


Macedonia 


Macedonia guides development through zoning. The zoning does not encourage mixed-uses 
or concentrated development. The building commissioner says that the planning commission 
is proactive in dealing with development issues. 


North Canton 


North Canton has no incentives for concentrated development or public transportation 
orientation. 


Streetsboro 


In Streetsboro, 75 percent of new housing units built in 1997 were multi-family. In 1995, 60 
percent of the housing stock was multi-family. There are generally two types of housing 
developments in Streetsboro: compact urban developments, and rural housing on scattered 
large lots fronting arterial roads. Multi-family is conditionally permitted in limited zones in 
urban areas. Development is restricted to areas of existing infrastructure. The goal in 
Streetsboro is to attract more “high end” housing with four or more bedrooms, and to reduce 
overall density. 


Streetsboro introduced the Planned Unit Development (PUD) concept to allow small, mixed- 
use communities, with residential and commercial uses combined. However, none has yet 
been developed. Public transit could enhance the city’s ability to attract “high end” 
commuters in mixed-use, transit-oriented developments. 


Traffic is a major issue in Streetsboro. Heavy commuter traffic interferes with local trips to 
shopping, school, and recreation. Commercial development is auto-oriented and 
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concentrated on arterials. This type of development has failed to create a consolidated, 
visual and functional center for the city. The sprawling nature of the commercial zones has 
strained city services and infrastructure. This type of strip development is now discouraged. 


The former commercial center was Streetsboro Plaza. Today, there are major long-term 
vacancies in the Plaza. The enhancement and beautification of the area within 1500 feet of 
the public square is encouraged. Furthermore, the public square is an area envisioned as a 
“Green,” which would create an upscale historical image for the city. This will be supported 
by a proposed historical-zoning overlay for historic buildings, residences and land. 


Streetsboro appears to be a good candidate to use transit-oriented development as a growth 
management tool to create a quality, consolidated visual and functional center. 


Streetsboro is located on the Kent commuter rail alignment, which is not included in the LPA. 
Twinsburg 


Twinsburg has no incentives for concentrated development or public transportation 
orientation. Twinsburg is located on the Kent commuter rail alignment, which is not included 
in the LPA. 

For more details on each of these communities, please see appendix two for a summary 
table of information gained through telephone interviews with representatives from 
communities and a review of planning documents in the proposed commuter rail corridor. 


6.3.2.3 Public Policies Affecting Transit 


This section contains a discussion of public policies affecting rail transit. A general 
discussion of overall policies is followed by an identification and discussion of potential policy 
tools or incentives. Policy tools include those designed to attract/pull development into 
transit-sensitive locations and tools designed to control or manage development outside 
locations that can easily be served by transit. 


Empirical evidence indicates that public transit can influence the location of regional growth, 
and that public policies can greatly influence the degree to which public transit can serve as a 
tool for directing and concentrating growth and development. General factors and public 
policies that can influence regional growth patterns and transit supportive development 
include an existing development pattern of higher density mixed-use development and the 
relative attractiveness of the region’s CBDs. 


Station area development policies supportive of transit include station area land use plans, 
supportive zoning, targeted capital improvements, implementation entities, supportive review 
and approval processes, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, reduced development parking 
requirements, provision of adequate station area parking and feeder bus networks. 


In the CAC area, particular opportunities exist for concentrated development in the Cleveland 
and Akron CBDs and for connections to employment centers, major institutions and 
entertainment venues via existing bus and rail transit services. 
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Origin-and-destination stations could provide adequate station area parking as well as 
shuttle, pedestrian and bicycle oriented improvements to encourage transit-oriented 
development opportunities. Mixed-use development clustered near stations could also create 
a transit friendly environment. 


To facilitate transit-oriented development related to primary origin stations there should be an 
emphasis on park-and-ride facilities and general policies to encourage a wider mix of 
residential uses in the general community. Providing commuter-supportive services (e.g. 
convenience retail, drycleaner, coffee shops, and daycare) at station areas would also 
encourage transit use. 


Policies that attract development toward station areas include density bonuses, financial 
assistance, infrastructure investments, accelerated approvals, and marketing and promotion. 
Programs that manage or encourage “smart growth” policies involve zoning policies, 
subdivision controls, review processes, infrastructure regulatory review and growth 
boundaries. 


Use Factors/Density 


The relative economic market impact for rail transit is a function of the amount of transit- 
sensitive development-higher density office, tourist and major institutional develooment-within 
close walking distance or otherwise well connected to the station. The continued growth of 
downtown Cleveland, Akron, and Canton as regional destinations is essential for commuter 
rail to be effective. 


The land use at the origin is less significant from a ridership perspective provided there are 
ample park-and-ride ride opportunities with appropriate, supportive retail services near by. 
However, mixed-use projects at any station will ultimately provide additional support to rail 
transit. 


The economic impact of the destination station is also influenced by the attractiveness (from 
market development perspective) of the station area, and the relative advantage, in terms of 
travel time and cost, provided by public transit service. These factors, combined with transit 
availability and service, are critical determinants to increasing ridership and commuter rail’s 
ability to compete with automobiles for market share. 


Station Area Plans 


New, concentrated development around stations could be aided by a station area 
development plan. Similar plans related to highway intersections and/or highway corridors 
could also influence growth patterns. Within the framework of a community’s comprehensive 
plan, each jurisdiction could benefit from undertaking a station area plan to serve as a 
blueprint for the implementation of transit-supportive policies, design, and development. 
Station area plans are vital in synthesizing the various tools related to planning and 
development, including land use, marketing incentives, regulatory tools, tax policies, 
management entities and other transit-oriented developments. Station area plans and 
documentation should include, but not be limited to: 
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° land use, 

e vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, 
e parking policies, 

° parks, open space, and conservation, 

° station specific guidelines, 

e capital improvements programming, 

° transit service, 

° market studies, and 

e provisions for phased development. 


The station areas should be designed to integrate development with the rail transit stations. 
The ability to enhance ridership, integrate design, and achieve cost sharing and joint 
development opportunities are greatly influenced by design details. Failure to properly 
execute design details, particularly as it relates to pedestrian flows into transit stations, can 
be a major determinant in the success of transit-related joint-development and in optimizing 
station area ridership. 


Most cities that have built new transit systems in the past 30 years have had significant 
station area planning efforts. These cities include Atlanta, Baltimore, Northern New Jersey, 
Chicago, Denver, Los Angeles, Miami, Portland, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco and 
Washington, DC. 


Linkages 


Concentrated residential and mixed-use development for municipalities in the study area 
could be actively promoted at both origin and destination stations. Furthermore, linkages with 
major institutions and cultural attractions could be enhanced. Non-commuting trips should be 
thoroughly investigated. Connections involving entertainment venues, universities, libraries, 
medical institutions could contribute to overall ridership, providing the transit links are efficient 
and well publicized. These policies would supplement traditional journey-to-work travel and 
create more reverse and off-peak hour ridership. 


Parking 


Parking policies have a significant impact on the effectiveness of rail transit as a viable 
alternative to automobile commuting. The most effective combination would be to have 
ample parking at origin stations that primarily serve as park-and-ride stations (Barberton, 
Bedford, Brecksville, Garfield Heights, Independence, Jackson Township, Macedonia, North 
Canton, Streetsboro, and Twinsburg), with a scarcity of inexpensive or free parking at 
destination stops (Cleveland, Akron, Canton). If travelers can park inexpensively at their 
ultimate destination, they may be less likely to choose transit. 


Reduction of parking requirements based on transit usage and the opportunity for shared 
parking in mixed-use projects in station-area developments could be an incentive to certain 
developers. Parking requirements are often based on the assumption that all trips to the 
development will be by private automobile, when in fact this may not be accurate. For 
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developments located within walking distance of a transit station and accessible to bicyclists 
and pedestrians, parking requirements should be reduced. Providing less parking reduces 
the developer’s construction costs, releases otherwise consumed land for additional buildings 
or open space, and discourages auto use. 


Boston, Washington, Miami, and Portland all have mechanisms for reducing parking 
requirements around transit station areas. The Raleigh Future Neighborhoods Resource 
Group’s 1997 report to the Raleigh City Council included a recommendation for more 
public/private partnerships to build parking decks in higher density settings. The sharing of 
these costs by the public reduces costs borne by the developments. This helps to make 
more intensely developed areas, such as downtowns and station areas, competitive with the 
suburbs where less expensive surface lots are currently acceptable. A 35,000 square-foot, 
mixed-use building that is being constructed near BART and bus lines in San Francisco will 
not have automobile parking. The policy decision was based in part on the Environmental 
Impact Report, which suggested that the lack of parking would encourage the use of available 
mass transit. 


The relative advantage in terms of travel time or costs afforded by transit is also a major 
element in determining the success of both transit and transit related development. A 
shortage of affordable and available parking in other major urban centers, combined with 
significant traffic congestion, greatly enhances transit-related development. With highway 
access to travel destinations slowed by “rush hour’ traffic rail transit should provide 
timesavings and a more relaxing commute than that offered by driving. The need to provide 
transit demand management and/or to attract a large, transit-dependent work force (such as 
large concentrations of hotels and restaurants or medical facilities) further enhances the 
attractiveness of transit and the attractiveness of development to transit. 


Infrastructure 


Infrastructure policies applying to road and expressway funding in Northeastern Ohio are vital 
to determining whether rail could have a significant role in shaping regional growth. New 
highway construction or significant expansion of highway capacity in the corridor could have a 
detrimental affect on rail transit’s effectiveness in refocusing growth and its ability to increase 
its ridership potential. Once an investment is made in rail transit, regional transportation 
policy should ensure that new roadway construction does not compete with the rail transit 
service. 


6.3.2.4 “Push vs. Pull" Policies 


Public policies must be comprehensively examined, and should include both incentives (or 
“carrots”), as well as growth management tools (or “sticks”). Pro-active tools could attract or 
“pull” development into desired locations (“carrots”). Public policies would most likely also 
need to include tools to manage and control growth, which could “push” development into 
more transit-supportive locations (“sticks”). These policies also could be applicable to 
highway investments, but, again, would likely have less site specific than regional influence. 
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Examples of effective incentives, or “carrots,” might include: 


° reduced parking requirements, 

° density bonuses, 

e tax abatement, 

° financial assistance, 

° enterprise zones, 

e tax increment financing, 

° infrastructure investments, 

° revitalization/rehabilitation programs, 

° public sector facility location/leasing policies, 


e land consolidation, 
° land write down, accelerated depreciation process, 
° leasing/purchase policies, 


° marketing and promotion of property or area by local governments, and 
° environmental cleanup. 


Policy management tools, or “sticks,” might include: 


° reduced parking availability, 

° parking taxes, 

e down zoning, 

@ impact fees, 

e growth boundaries, 

e stringent regulatory/permitting requirements, 
e infrastructure restrictions, and 

e special taxes. 


Public Policy Tools 


This section contains a brief summary of public policy tools that have been utilized in other 
jurisdictions to help influence the location and characteristics of development. These tools 
are generally applicable to both transit and highway investments. These tools are examined 
with regard to how effectively they have been utilized in other communities, and how they 
may be applied to the CAC area. 


Transit-Oriented Development 
Transit-oriented development, or planned transit-sensitive cluster development, is being 


increasingly used to facilitate development in and around transit stations. Design plans and 
orientations have been identified which are more supportive of public transit services. 
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Transit district zoning or transit overlay districts have been extremely successful in several 
areas in Massachusetts and New Jersey; Montgomery County, Maryland (suburban 
Washington, D.C.); Suburban Chicago; the San Francisco Bay Area; and Portland, Oregon. 


Growth Boundaries 


The ability of growth boundaries to create more concentrated development supportive of 
public transportation depends, in large measure, on the degree to which development is 
limited outside an urban service area. This has been applied in a variety of areas including 
Portland, Oregon. The large number of separate municipal jurisdictions in the region 
(including three major cities) and the large amount of still undeveloped land, may limit the 
potential of this tool in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland corridor. 


The "open" nature of the region will greatly influence what impact growth boundaries may 
have. If lower-density development can simply occur in the surrounding counties, the 
establishment of growth boundaries may serve to cause even more rural/suburban 
development and sprawl than may otherwise occur. 


Regional Tax-Base Sharing 


As mass transit could potentially reallocate growth and development, mechanisms could be in 
place to share among jurisdictions a portion of the tax increment created by transit. For 
example, growth factors could be established identifying a potential level of incremental, 
transit-oriented development that is likely to occur in one community that would in part 
represent a “transfer” of growth and development from another community. A formula could 
be established for sharing all, or a portion, of the incremental tax value created at the station 
area by creating a revenue pool that could be shared with communities that likely 
experienced a “transfer” of a portion of their growth to the station area. This system would 
lead to greater cooperation, as jurisdictions would no longer need to compete for 
development tax dollars. This system could lead to a more efficient concentration of 
development near stations, without causing some jurisdictions to lose development tax 
dollars. 


Several cities, including Indianapolis, IN, Columbus, OH, Minneapolis, St. Paul, MN, and 
Jacksonville, FL, have annexed land or engaged in regional tax base sharing such as to 
protect rural, agricultural and sensitive development areas; to avoid regional fiscal zoning; 
and to encourage inclusive zoning practices. Regional tax base sharing could be made part 
of a larger regional land use and transportation planning process. Furthermore, it could make 
the region more cohesive by eliminating local competition for employment centers. 


A form of regional tax sharing is in place for the proposed extension of the GCRTA’s Blue 
Line rapid transit line in the City of Cleveland and the eastern suburbs. The incentive for the 
regional tax sharing was to facilitate new development on land owned by the City of 
Cleveland but located outside of Cleveland’s municipal borders. The tax sharing policy 
encouraged the City of Cleveland to invite private development of their property and to share 
in the revenue generated by the projects with the jurisdictions in which the property was 
located. 
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Adequate Public Facilities 


Adequate public facilities ordinances are among the more widely used and successful 
planning tools. These require that certain public facilities, mainly roadway and infrastructure 
capacity improvements, be in place as a pre-condition for development approval. These tools 
have proven very successful in addressing infrastructure and traffic management issues. 
They have also served to make both the development community and the community-at-large 
more supportive of the planning, implementation and funding of necessary capital 
improvements, including transportation investments. This policy could be favorable to towns 
that have an imbalance between residential and commercial growth, such as Hudson and 
Cuyahoga Falls. 


Adequate public facilities ordinances must be combined with strong sub-area planning and 
meaningful capital improvements program to assure that facilities can and will be provided. 
Adequate public facilities ordinances could serve to restrict development, as it is often difficult 
to provide facilities in a timely manner. Integration of future transportation plans into 
adequate public facilities ordinances has done much to create constituencies in support of 
transportation investments and to encourage transit facilities supportive of land use and 
development plans. This has been particularly true in the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan 
area. 


Subdivision Controls 


Similarly, subdivision controls, particularly providing for planned unit development or 
clustered development, have been widely used and effective tools to support neighborhood 
development and to upgrade the quality of the community. Subdivision regulations must 
establish a realistic, market-supportable land conversion process, which can also provide for 
transit-sensitive requirements for streets, utilities and site design. These policies could be 
useful at origin stops to focus higher density development around stations. This could 
increase the value of the homes and increase ridership at the stations. Studies have indicated 
that commuter rail has a positive effect on home values located near stations. Empirical 
evidence from Philadelphia, Northern Virginia and Chicago have documented this impact. 
Sacramento, Portland and San Diego have all used these tools in transit planning. 


Subdivision ordinances could provide procedures for dedicating land for public purposes, 
such as for mass transit corridors. Subdivision regulations, which establish permitted land 
uses and site designs, are often the local government's primary development and land use 
control mechanisms. Hopefully, they would be designed to allow future infill and increased 
density to support future mass transit investments. 


Assistance in Land Assemblage 


Land assembly by government in station areas could be an effective means of accomplishing 
infill and redevelopment objectives. Typically, in higher density areas, land parcels are small 
and fragmented, requiring assembly of several pieces to have enough land to initiate a 
project of viable scale. It is generally easier for municipalities to assemble land than it is for 
private interests to do so. Therefore, municipalities may assist private developers in land 
assembly efforts. Density bonuses may also be used as incentives to encourage developers 
to engage in land assembly. 
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The City of Elizabeth, NJ, in conjunction with NJ Transit, reserved land in a station area for 
the construction of public open space, a bus terminal, and structured parking adjacent to the 
station. The town of Fair Lawn, NJ, purchased property for road widening to improve 
circulation in the station area. Toronto is famous for land assemblage assistance for transit- 
supportive development. 


Other 


Other tools that could be utilized to attract transit-related development while restricting 
development in the rural non-transit-served areas include providing or withholding of public 
facilities and infrastructure, and offering a streamlined versus a difficult review process. 
Effective tools have been those incentives, both monetary and non-monetary, that have 
created an attraction to transit nodes. Financial assistance, such as provision of 
infrastructure, tax-increment financing, tax abatement, and direct financial assistance 
(through loans, grants and other mechanisms), are obvious tools to facilitate transit-related 
development. 


Techniques to spur transit-related development without offering financing could include such 
factors as the aforementioned density bonuses and streamlined approval processes. Tools 
could also include pro-actively supporting and advocating transit-related development, 
providing government space commitments and priorities to transit-sensitive development, 
assisting in site acquisition and site reorganization, encouraging ancillary party financing and 
facilitating public/private partnerships. Other mechanisms could include assuming 
environmental impact reporting requirements, arbitrating or settling approval processes with 
the community, assisting in marketing and promotion, instituting crime prevention and 
security programs in urban centers, acting as liaison and information source to adjacent 
property owners and otherwise pro-actively supporting transit-related development. 


6.3.2.5 Conclusions 


For mass transit to become a viable alternative to highway construction and contribute to 
focused growth rather than sprawl development in Northeastern Ohio, several fundamental 
policy commitments must be made. Regional policy makers in the Canton, Akron, and 
Cleveland areas must agree to coordinate infrastructure to support the transit investments 
and to avoid creating competitive excess capacity on highways. 


Communities would best promote, through incentives or other means, concentrated CBDs 
with job densities that are accessible to rail commuters. Jurisdictions should adopt policies 
that recognize that abundant parking in CBDs (destination stations) promotes driving at the 
expense of public transit modes. Furthermore, large parking supply promotes less 
concentrated development in the CBD and in the region. The transit operator or local 
communities must create parking at origin stations. Parking should be affordable and 
available at stations where commuters board the trains. 


The public and private sectors should recognize the importance of design in making the use 
of public transit preferred over driving. Stations should incorporate easy and comfortable 
pedestrian connections with the surrounding land uses. They should have clean and safe 
public restrooms and bicycle facilities, where appropriate. 
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Decision-makers could develop policies to promote commuter sensitive retail uses at stations. 
Origin stations would best provide ridership amenities and service uses such as dry cleaning, 
post offices, day care, and convenience stores. Destination stations could have a retail mix 
that incorporates stores such as restaurants, coffee shops, shoe repair, card shops, and 
florists. Developing one-stop retail at stations could bolster commuter rail as a more time 
efficient alternative to trip generating auto-oriented retail. 


Jurisdictions in other localities (e.g., CalTrain Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines, NJ 
Transit Transit Friendly Land Use Handbook, Washington State Guide to Land Use and 
Public Transportation, Oregon Planning and Design for Transit, Chicago (METRA) Station 
Area/Transit Oriented Development Guidelines, Maryland Transit Design Guidelines) have 
served to successfully coordinate transit and land use policies. 


Farmlands 


The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981 requires federal agencies to consider the 
adverse effects of federal programs on farmland preservation. Several farmlands are located 
near the rail and highway corridors under consideration. For the purposes of this study, 
actively farmed fields, active pastures, and fields that have been farmed very recently 
comprise farmlands. Fields that appear to have been fallow for a long time were not 
included. Figure 6.3-9 identifies farmlands that are adjacent to existing highway and rail 
ROW’s as well as farmlands that are close (within 500 feet), but not immediately adjacent to 
these corridors. This figure also identifies farmlands that are designated as “prime” by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). Prime 
farmlands receive special protection under the Farmland Protection Policy Act, which requires 
a detailed evaluation of farmland impacts during the environmental compliance phase of 
projects. 


Economic Issues 


There are three main economic factors that could be affected by the alternatives under 
consideration: (1) the location of employment centers, (2) the overall level of economic 
activity within the study area, and (3) impacts to individual businesses due to relocations or 
the diversion of customers. 


The purpose and need statement provides information regarding the location of employment 
centers in the study area. In general, these centers are located within the greater Cleveland, 
Akron, Kent, and Canton metropolitan areas. However, employment centers are also located 
in suburbs away from the traditional downtowns. This decentralizing employment trend is 
expected to continue through the study-planning period (through 2025). 


There are many variables that influence the level of economic activity in the study area. One 
important factor is the efficiency of the transportation network. At present, traffic congestion 
on major highways limits economic activity to some degree. Specific areas of congestion are 
identified in the purpose and need statement prepared for this project. 
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Environmental Justice 


Executive Order (EO) 12898 on Environmental Justice directs federal agencies to identify and 
address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects to 
minority and low-income populations caused by its programs, policies, and activities. Both 
the U.S. Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have 
issued orders that provide detailed direction for implementation of EO 12898. 


As general background information, Table 6.3-2 presents environmental justice census 
information for the State of Ohio and the four counties in the study area. 


Table 6.3-2: Environmental Justice Census Information 


Location Percent of Persons in Poverty” Percent of Persons Who are 
Minorities* 


County 


* Source: 1990 census 





Racial composition and income levels vary widely among the large number of census tracts 
within the study area and corridors. In general, census tracts with high concentrations of 
minorities and low-income residents are located in the Cleveland, Akron, and Canton 
metropolitan areas. There are also isolated census tracts outside these metropolitan areas 
that have higher than average concentrations of low-income and minority residents. 


Figure 6.3-10, which is based on 1990 census data, identifies highway and rail segments 
where there are substantial, moderate, and minor concerns related to environmental justice. 
Substantial concerns occur when a segment traverses census tracts with at least 50 percent 
minorities or 50 percent low-income residents. Segments of moderate concern pass through 
tracts with between 20 and 50 percent low-income residents or minorities. Minor concerns 
involve census tracts with less than 20 percent low-income residents and minorities. These 
classifications will serve as the basis for analyzing environmental justice impacts of the 
alternatives under consideration. For example, relocations and noise impacts in areas of 
“substantial concern” on Figure 6.3-11 and 6.3-12 could result in disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts to minority and low-income residents. However, the same number of 
relocations and noise impacts in an area of “minor” concern would be much less likely to 
result in these disproportionately high and adverse impacts to protected groups. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


Figure 6.3-10 
N 


> 
.y 
4 


yINSBURG} M<—— 


AKRON 


wet). 
Jem 
wyee 


? 


‘ 
' 
ee Atk 
QE CENEY 


STARK 
- OuUNTY 


a 


| 


NORTH / 
CANTON 


} 

/ 

-? es 
Ps 


” 


ME MAJOR HIGHWAY FACILITIES INCLUDED IN STUDY <a 
HeeH POTENTIAL COMMUTER RAIL AND LIGHT RAIL oo 
ROUTES INCLUDED IN STUDY (+! Ry 

OTHER RAIL ROUTES 
_.- OTHER HIGHWAY FACILITIES 
MME SUBSTANTIAL CONCERN (ADJACENT CENSUS TRACTS WITH AT LEAST 50% MINORITIES OR LOW INCOME RESIDENTS) 
MMMM MODERATE CONCERN (ADJACENT CENCUS TRACTS WITH 20% - 50% MINORITIES OR LOW INCOME RESIDENTS) 
MBH MINOR CONCERN (ADJACENT CENCUS TRACTS WITH LESS THAN 20% MINORITIES AND LOW INCOME RESIDENTS) 
* BASED ON 1990 CENSUS DATA, 


CANT ON-AKRON-CLEVELAND MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
___._. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONCERNS 





Figure 6.3-11 








(yap) sesn pueq 
¢ Aiobaye9 ‘ainsodx3y asion 3098lolg 





oO ww) i=) uw) Ww 


wD fo) 
ioe) © - ™ i<e) o 


50 
45 
80 


75 


(h) for Category 
1 and 3 land uses, L,,, for 
Category 2 land uses. 


eq 


Noise exposure is in terms 


of L 





Existing Noise Exposure (dBA) 








Oo 
co 





xr R 8 8 8B B YF F 


(yap) sesp puet 
z pue 4 Auobeyea ‘euinsodxg esion 109/014 





Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). 


Noise Impact Criteria for Transit Projects. 


LAKE ERIE Figure 6.3-12 


N 


NCreTH 
ee a 
' 


LEGEND 


 ML0F HIGRRAT FACILITIES [CLUDED i STUDY 
eee POTENTIAL COMMITTEE RL ROS INCLUDED IM STE 
ee POTERTIAL LAAT RA BOUTS BCUDED IM STUDY 

— OTE BAIL ROUTES 

=~ (THER HIGHRAT FaQliniea 


OS LOF CONCENTRATION OF ABCENERS HIGH CONCENTRATION OF RECEIVERS 
ADJeCEST TO COARITOR 


ADINACERT FO 
OO) WOW CONCENTRATION OF RECESS OO) Lecanow oF DUSTING NOISE Mus 
EDIACEST TO CORRITHIR 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
LOCATION OF NOISE-SENSITIVE RECEIVERS AND NOISE WALLS 





CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-93 





Community Institutions 


Community institutions include churches, schools, hospitals, cemeteries, and preschools. As 
would be expected, the majority of these institutions are located in the greater Cleveland, 
Akron, and Canton metropolitan areas. Figure 6.3-13 shows the location of community 
institutions that are near the corridors being considered. 


Pedestrians and Bicyclists 


Most of the highway corridors being studied are limited access routes that do not include 
parallel pedestrian or bicycle facilities. In some locations, pedestrian overpasses/bridges 
have been constructed. Similarly, the rail corridors being studied do not accommodate 
pedestrians or bicyclists through any formally designated parallel facilities. At-grade sidewalk 
crossings of rail corridors occur at numerous locations where rail lines cross local streets. 
Pedestrian and bicycle routes are generally included along the local street networks adjacent 
to the study corridors. 


Trails identified in Figure 6.3-6 are important pedestrian and bicycle facilities. These trails 
include: the Buckeye Trail; the Ohio and Erie Canal Towpath Trail; and the Metro Parks 
Bike/Hike trails along SR 8, I-271, the Hudson commuter rail corridor, and I-80. Trails are 
also located within a number of the parks identified in Figures 6.3-5 and 6.3-6. 


Visual Conditions 


As with many of the other SEE issues addressed in this section, visual and aesthetic 
conditions in the project area vary widely. Based on the land use categories noted above, 
both developed and undeveloped areas can be viewed from the corridors being evaluated. 
The most notable visual features in the project area include several panoramic views of the 
Cuyahoga River valley, undeveloped open spaces outside the major metropolitan areas, the 
city of Cleveland’s skyline, and numerous historic buildings adjacent to the corridors. 


6.3.3 Cultural Resources 


Cultural resources include both historic architecture and archaeological sites that are listed on 
or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires that federal agencies take into account 
the effects of their proposed actions on cultural resources and seek comments from the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council), an independent federal reviewing agency 
created by the NHPA. The purpose of Section 106 is to avoid unnecessary harm to cultural 
resources as a result of federal actions. The procedures for meeting Section 106 
requirements are defined in regulations published by the Council. 
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The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) who directs surveys and inventories of 
cultural resources and nominates sites to the NRHP coordinates identification of cultural 
resources protected under the NHPA. Sites listed on the NRHP must meet eligibility criteria 
established by Department of Interior regulations. In addition to being at least 50 years old, 
these properties must have a demonstrated quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture and may be present in districts, sites, 
buildings, structures or objects. The properties must possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. Furthermore, the properties must: 


° be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or, be associated with the lives of persons significant in 
our past; or, 

° embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or, 


e have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act also provides protection to all significant 
historic architecture sites regardless of ownership. Section 4(f) typically does not apply to 
archaeological sites unless the site is listed on the National Register and is important for 
preservation; if it is important for data recovery there is no Section 4(f) use. To be considered 
“significant,” historic sites must be on or eligible for listing on the NRHP, unless FHWA 
determines otherwise. The avoidance and minimization provisions of Section 4(f) previously 
described for parks and recreation areas would also apply to historic sites. 


Based on these factors, potential adverse effects to cultural resources will require 
consultation with Federal and State agencies during the environmental compliance phase of 
any project resulting from this study. 


The goal of the cultural resources investigation was to identify previously documented 
archaeological and architectural resources present within and near the study areas for the 
highway alternatives, commuter and light rails, park-and-ride lots and rail stations. The study 
areas were as follows: 400 feet wide centered on each highway alternative, 200 feet wide 
centered on each commuter and light rail and a 400 foot wide radius for each park ‘n ride and 
rail station. 


State files were reviewed at the Ohio State Historic Preservation office and included 
inventoried archaeological sites, architectural properties and bridges, National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) properties, National Historic Landmarks (NHL) properties, the 
Archaeological Atlas of Ohio (Mills 1914), and cultural resources management reports. A 
windshield survey of all potentially eligible architectural properties within the study areas was 
also conducted. Tables were created only for those alternatives, park-and-ride lots and rail 
stations that included previously documented resources. Detailed property inventory tables 
for the project corridor are included in Appendix O. 
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6.3.3.1 Highway Alternatives 
I-77 


A total of 66 cultural resources have been identified along the I-77 alternative (Appendix O 
Table 1). Twelve of these resources are archaeological sites. Among the 12 archaeological 
sites, one is considered potentially eligible and the eligibility of the other 11 is undetermined. 
The remaining 54 resources, predominantly residential locations, are architectural properties. 
A potential district consisting of 98 buildings and five individual architectural properties are 
potentially eligible. The individual properties consist of two Ohio & Erie Canal sites, a church 
and cemetery, a bridge, and the Bako Flour Mills. The Bath Township Multiple Resource 
Area and the St. Joseph’s Church and Friary, now demolished, are listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The eligibility of the remaining properties, including two 
additional bridges, two commercial properties, one institutional building, one governmental 
building, and one building associated with an archaeological site, is undetermined. There are 
also two cemeteries in addition to the potentially eligible cemetery and church. A total of 17 
previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 


Jennings Highway 


No archaeological sites are located along the Jennings Highway alternative. Of the 58 
architectural resources identified, the majority are residential properties of undetermined 
eligibility (Appendix O Table 2). Thirty of these properties, CUY-3977-4 through CUY-4006-4, 
were most likely demolished during the construction of Jennings Highway. Two residential 
properties are potentially eligible. Furthermore, the Tremont Historic District is listed in the 
NRHP and incorporates six previously inventoried buildings. The Charles Olney House and 
Gallery and the Jennings Apartments are also in the NRHP. There are two cemeteries within 
this alternative. Only one previous survey has been conducted within this alternative. 


!-480 


No archaeological sites or architectural properties were identified along the I-480 alternative. 
However, four previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 


1-27 1/1-480 


Two resources were identified along the I-271/l-480 alternative; both are archaeological sites 
of undetermined eligibility (Appendix O Table 3). No previous surveys have been conducted 
in the vicinity of this alternative. 


I-271 


Five cultural resources were identified along the I-271 alternative (Appendix O Table 4). Two 
are archaeological sites, one potentially eligible and one of undetermined eligibility. The 
remaining three locations are listed in the NRHP: the Boston Mills Historic District, the Valley 
Railway Historic District, and the Ohio & Erie Canal Thematic Resources. Five previous 
surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 


I-80 
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Three resources were identified along the I-80 alternative (Appendix O Table 5). One is an 

archaeological site of undetermined eligibility. The remaining two resources are listed in the 
NRHP: the Valley Railway Historic District and the Ohio & Erie Canal Thematic Resources. 
Five previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 


SR 8 


Eighty-nine cultural resources were identified along the SR-8 alternative (Appendix O Table 
6). Eight of these resources are archaeological sites, two of which are potentially eligible. 
The eligibility of the remaining six sites is undetermined. Eighty-one resources are 
architectural properties, only one of which, the Chuckery Race Stone Wall, is listed in the 
NRHP. The remaining architectural locations, all with undetermined eligibility, are 
predominantly residential, with only one social, one commercial, one residential/commercial, 
and four industrial properties. There are no cemeteries. Six previous surveys have 
conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 


|-77/|-76 


No archaeological or architectural resources were identified along the I-77/I-76 alternative. 
No previous surveys have been conducted in or near this alternative. 


I-76 


No cultural resources were identified along the I-77/I-76 alternative. No previous surveys 
have been conducted within this alternative. 


|-277 


Two resources were identified along the I-277 alternative (Appendix O Table 7). One is a 
potentially eligible remnant of the Ohio & Erie Canal, and the other is the Holy Cross 
Cemetery. No previous surveys have been conducted in connection with this alternative. 


6.3.3.2 Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers 


A total of 79 cultural resources have been identified in seven of the park-and-ride and transit 
center areas (Appendix O Table 8). Eight of the resources are archaeological sites 
comprising seven with undetermined eligibility and one that is potentially eligible. The 71 
architectural resources are primarily commercial properties with undetermined eligibility 
status. However, there are 12 potentially eligible locations, three as stand-alone properties 
and eight as part of the proposed Euclid Avenue historic district. As part of an OHPO study 
of Euclid Avenue’s resources, two architectural properties have been determined eligible, with 
the eligibility of two more pending. Moreover, 16 NRHP properties, including eight buildings 
in the Cleveland Warehouse District, were found in proximity to park-and-ride lots; however, 
no cemeteries were identified. Eleven previous surveys have been conducted within or 
adjacent to park-and-ride lots. 
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6.3.3.3 Light Rail Alternatives 
LRT-2B 


One archaeological site is near this alternative; its eligibility is undetermined (Appendix O 
Table 9). Nineteen architectural properties have been identified along the LRT-2B alternative. 
Four of the 19 properties, including one district and three individual buildings, are potentially 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The Terminal Tower Group, the Lorain-Carnegie Bridge, 
and the Holy Name High School are already listed in the NRHP; the latter property is now 
demolished. Among the remaining 12 locations, there are three historic transportation 
structures, three commercial properties, three residential properties, one industrial location, 
one church, and one bridge remnant. Nine previous surveys have been conducted within or 
adjacent to this alternative. 


LRT-3 


A total of 28 archaeological and architectural resources were identified along the LRT-3 
alternative (Appendix O Table 10). Of the eight archaeological sites, the eligibility of four 
sites, including one recorded by Mills (1914), is undetermined. Four sites are part of a 
potentially eligible historic district, one of which is also potentially eligible individually. The 
remaining resources are architectural properties. Two of these resources are previously 
inventoried residential properties that are part of a potentially eligible residential and 
commercial historic district. Four additional locations, two bridges, a fire station, anda 
mausoleum are also potentially eligible. The mausoleum is located in the Calvary Cemetery, 
through which this alternative runs. Two locations, the Terminal Tower Group Historic District 
and the Lorain-Carnegie Bridge, are listed in the NRHP. The eligibility of the remaining 
architectural resources, primarily industrial, commercial, and historic transportation 
properties, is undetermined. Eleven previous surveys have been conducted within or 
adjacent to this alternative. 


6.3.3.4 Commuter Rail Alternatives 
R-1HA 


A total of 46 sites and properties were identified along the R-1HA alternative (Appendix O 
Table 11). Nine of these locations are archaeological sites, including five of undetermined 
eligibility and four that are part of a potentially eligible historic district. The remaining locations 
are architectural properties, including a potentially eligible historic district that encompasses an 
archaeological site recorded by Mills (1914), and two previously inventoried residences. Six 
individual architectural locations are also potentially eligible and include industrial and 
residential/commercial properties as well as a bridge. There are four cemeteries associated 
with this alternative, one of which, the Woodland Cemetery, is listed in the NRHP. Other 
NRHP-listed properties include the Hudson Historic District and District Boundary Increase, the 
Quaker Oats Cereal Factory, the Akron Post Office and Federal Building, and the Werner 
Company Building. The eligibility of all remaining architectural locations, of varying types, is 
undetermined. Fifteen previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this 
alternative. 
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R-2H 


A total of 74 cultural resources were identified along the R-2H alternative (Appendix O Table 
12). The eight archaeological sites consist of four potentially eligible sites and four sites of 
undetermined eligibility. Of the 64 architectural properties, 17 are potentially eligible, 
including two previously inventoried residences within a potentially eligible historic district 
(Bedford) and seven as part of a potentially eligible worker-housing district (Canton). There 
are five cemeteries associated with this alternative, one of which, the Woodland Cemetery, is 
listed in the NRHP. Six additional locations, the Hudson Historic District and District 
Boundary Increase, the Quaker Oats Cereal Factory, the Akron Post Office and Federal 
Building, the Werner Company Building, Viall Lodge, and the William McKinley Tomb, are 
also listed in the NRHP. Furthermore, the William McKinley Tomb is a National Historic 
Landmark. The eligibility of all remaining architectural resources, of varying types, is 
undetermined. Twenty-three previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this 
alternative. 


R-2K 


A total of 77 cultural resources were identified along the R-2K alternative (Appendix O Table 
13). Five of these resources are archaeological sites, and all five are of undetermined 
eligibility, including one archaeological site recorded by Mills (1914). The remaining 
resources are architectural properties. Eleven of these properties are potentially eligible. 
Eighteen additional properties are included in four of the five potentially eligible historic 
districts: one in the Austin Mining Company, Glenwillow Works potential historic district, two 
as part of the Falls Junction potential historic district, seven as part of the Worker Housing 
potential historic district, and eight as part of a potentially eligible historic district in Bedford. 
The latter also includes the Bedford City Cemetery and three NRHP properties: the Hezekiah 
Dunham House, the Bedford Township Hall, and the Holsey Gates-E. Gates Handyside 
House. The potentially eligible Glenwillow historic district has no previously inventoried 
buildings. In addition to the Bedford City Cemetery, there are five more cemeteries 
associated with this alternative, including the NRHP-listed Woodland Cemetery. Other NRHP 
properties include the Quaker Oats Cereal Factory, the Akron Post Office and Federal 
Building, the Werner Company Building, Viall Lodge, and the William McKinley Tomb, which 
is also a National Historic Landmark. The eligibility of the remaining architectural locations is 
undetermined. Twenty-seven previous surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to 
this alternative. 


R-3 


No archaeological sites are located along the R-3 alternative. Of the 15 architectural 
resources identified, the eligibility of one historic transportation building, two commercial 
properties, and five industrial properties, is undetermined (Appendix O Table 14). However, 
four other industrial resources and one bridge are potentially eligible. There are two 
cemeteries, one of which, the Woodland Cemetery, is listed in the NRHP. Eleven previous 
surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to this alternative. 
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6.3.3.5 Rail Stations 


A total of 78 locations were identified in conjunction with 24 of the light rail and commuter rail 
stations (Appendix O Table 15). Seven of the resources are archaeological sites and all 
seven, including one site recorded by Mills (1914), have an undetermined eligibility status. 
Sixteen of the 71 architectural properties are potentially eligible: five individual properties; a 
potential worker housing district; the potential Bedford district, including seven previously 
inventoried architectural properties; the Austin Mining, Glenwillow Works district; and the 
Glenwillow District. The potential Bedford district also includes three NRHP properties: the 
Hezekiah Dunham House, the Bedford Township Hall, and the Holsey Gates-E. Gates 
Handyside House. As part of the Euclid Avenue study, two architectural resources have 
been determined eligible, with the eligibility of two more pending. Eleven other NRHP 
properties, including four NRHP districts and the now demolished Holy Name High School, 
are also located within rail station areas. The eligibility of the remaining architectural 
locations is undetermined. There are two cemeteries near rail stations. Sixteen previous 
surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to rail stations. 


6.4 Noise Analysis 


A broad-based noise assessment and evaluation was performed for all of the alternatives 
using available operating plan data for the three transportation modes — highway, rail, and 
bus. The evaluation considered traffic noise impacts for each of the seven alternatives. In 
addition, the evaluation considered rail noise impacts from four of the seven alternatives in 
which there is a rail component in areas with a high concentration of noise sensitive 
receptors. Based on the evaluation of alternatives a ranking was performed in terms of noise 
impacts at sensitive receptors in the study corridor. 


Basic Noise Concepts 


A number of factors affect sound, as the human ear perceives it. These include the actual 
level of sound (or noise), the frequencies (or pitches) involved, the period of exposure to the 
noise and the changes or fluctuations in noise levels during exposure. Noise levels are 
measured in units called decibels. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all 
frequencies, measured sound levels (in decibel units at standard frequency bands) are often 
adjusted or weighted to correspond to the frequency response of human hearing and the 
human perception of loudness. The weighted sound level is expressed in units called A- 
weighted decibels (dBA) and is measured with a calibrated noise meter. 


The ability of a typical individual to perceive changes in noise levels is affected by the existing 
noise levels. A 10-dBA change in noise levels is normally perceived as a doubling or halving 
of noise intensity or energy and a 5-dBA difference is commonly perceived as a readily 
noticeable change in noise levels. 


The general principle on which most noise acceptability criteria are based is that a change in 
noise is likely to cause annoyance when it intrudes on existing noise from all other sources. 
That is, annoyance depends on a consideration of both existing noise levels and the increase 
in noise levels due to the proposed action. Maximum noise levels (Lmax) in a community 
typically range between 45 dBA, the approximate average daytime level in a typical quiet 
living room, and 80 dBA, the approximate level at about 50 feet from a single passersby of a 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-101 





fast-moving suburban train. For reference and orientation to the decibel scale, representative 
environmental noises and their respective dBA levels are shown in Figure 6.4-1. 


Figure 6.4-1: Common Indoor and Outdoor Noise Levels 


TRANSPORTATION SOURCES dBA NON-TRANSPORTATION SOURCES 
OUTDOOR INDOOR 

















Amplified Rock Music 
Jet Aircraft @ 500m +» 


Train Horn @ 30 m 
Rail Transit on Old ——» 
SteelStructure15m,50mph 


, j Rock Drill Shop Tools (in use) 
Freight Train @15m __, 


Loud Shout, Busy Street & __, 
Rail Transit Horn 15 m 


Rail Transit on Modern Concrete __ 
15 m, 50 mph 
Busy Traffic Intersection & ___,» 
Highway Construction Site Boundary 
Rail Transit At-Grade 15m, 50 mph ___,» 
Highway Traffic @15m & 
City Bus (idling) 15 m 


Jack Hammer 
Concrete Mixer Shop Tools (idling) 


Air Compressor 
Food Blender 





Lawn Mower 
Noisy Restaurant 

. — , Lawn Tiller 

Pens eane reel San es Air Conditioner Clothes Washer 


Noisy Office 


Air Conditioner 
Quiet Office 


Refrigerator 


All At 50ft(15m) All At 3ft(1m) 


Sources: FTA Report DOT-T-95-16. “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment: Final Report’, April 1995 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 1992 
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Impact Criteria for Rail and Bus Facilities 


Noise studies for bus and rail transit facilities are performed in accordance with the Federal 
Transit Authority’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). The unit of 
measurement used in sound measurement is the decibel (dB), and the unit of measurement 
for transit noise is the dB on the A-weighted scale (dBA). The metrics used to express dBA 
levels for transit noise are the Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn) and the Hourly Equivalent Sound 
Level [Leq(h)]. Ldn describes a noise sensitive receiver's cumulative noise exposure from all 
events over a 24-hour period. Leq describes a receiver’s cumulative noise exposure from all 
events over a one-hour period. 


Noise impact criteria for transit projects depend on land use categories, as defined in Table 
6.4-1. For each land use category defined in this table, the noise sensitive receptors are 
shown in Figure 6.3-11. The noise sensitive receptors in Figure 6.3-11 are based on the 
comparison of existing outdoor noise levels and predicted project-related outdoor noise levels 
following implementation of a proposed project. The criteria incorporate both absolute 
criteria, which consider noise caused by a transit project alone, and relative criteria, which 
consider annoyance due to the change in cumulative noise caused by a project. The criteria 
do not apply to most commercial or industrial uses because, in general, the activities that 
occur at these sites are compatible with higher noise levels. 


Table 6.4-1: Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria 


""\f D Land | Noise Metric Description of Land Use Category 
Use (DBA) 
Categor 


Outdoor Leq Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their 

(h)* intended purpose. This category includes lands set aside for 
serenity and quiet, and such land uses as outdoor 
amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as National 
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. 

Outdoor Ldn Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This 
category includes homes, hospitals, and hotels where a 
nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Outdoor Leq Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening 

(h)* use. This category includes schools, libraries, and churches 
where it is important to avoid interference with such activities 
as speech, meditation, and concentration on reading 
material. Buildings with interior spaces where quiet is 
important, such as medical offices, conference rooms, 
recording studios, and concert halls fall into this category. 
Places for meditation or study associated with cemeteries, 
monuments, and museums. Certain historical sites, parks, 
and recreational facilities are also included. 





* Leq (h) for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity. 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). 
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Impact Criteria for Highways 


Traffic noise studies for highways are performed in accordance with 23 CFR 772 and with the 
Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) Noise Abatement Policy. The metric used to 
express dBA levels for traffic noise is Leq(h). According to FHWA and ODOT policies, a 
traffic noise impact occurs when either of the following conditions occurs at a noise-sensitive 
receiver: Predicted design noise level approaches (is within 1 dBA) or exceeds the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (NAC) shown in Table 6.4-2. Predicted design noise level substantially 
exceeds (by 10 or more dBA) the existing noise level. 


Table 6.4-2.Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). 
Description of Activity Category 


woe \f D 
Activity 


Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 

(exterior) | significance and serve an important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue 
to serve its intended purpose. 


Picnic areas, fixed recreation areas, playgrounds, active grounds, 
(exterior) | active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals. 


Cemeteries, commercial areas, industrial areas, office buildings, 
(exterior) | and other developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
Activity Categories A or B. 


No limit Undeveloped lands, including roadside facilities and dispersed 
recreation. 


Motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 

(interior) hospitals, and auditoriums. (The interior criterion only applies 
when there are no exterior activities to be affected by traffic 
noise.) 





*Leq = hourly level equivalent 
Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise 
Control Standards and Procedures, FHPM 7-7-3. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 6-104 





Existing Conditions 


Existing noise conditions in the study area differ depending upon a number of factors 
including: automobile and freight rail volumes and speeds; distances between receivers and 
the study corridors; the location of noise walls; terrain features, and; the physical 
characteristics of existing rail facilities and pavement. Dominant noise sources within the 
project area are: existing active freight rail lines; automobile and truck traffic on highways and 
local roads; aircraft associated with the Akron-Canton Airport; commercial and industrial 
operations; and residential activities including property maintenance. 


Existing peak hourly noise levels adjacent to the highway corridors range from the mid-50s 
dBA to the mid-70s dBA at front row receivers (i.e. those noise receivers that are closest to a 
corridor). For the rail corridors, existing day-night noise levels range from the upper 40s to 
the mid-70s dBA at front row receivers. A portion of the route being considered for use as 
Alternative LRT-2B is an abandoned rail corridor that has no tracks. Along this corridor, 
existing noise levels would be in the lower half of the range provided above. Additionally, 
three potential commuter rail segments are not currently used for freight rail, although tracks 
are present. These segments are located between Akron and Canton, between Akron and 
Kent, and between Akron and Hudson. At these locations, existing noise levels would be at 
the low end of the range provided above. 


Figure 6.3-11 depicts areas with high, medium, and low concentrations of noise-sensitive 
receivers adjacent to the study corridors. These categories were identified by examining 
aerial photographs and noting the number of sensitive receivers along study corridor 
segments. Segments with high concentrations of noise-sensitive receivers on Figure 6.3-11 
have medium and high density residential development along most or all of their length. 
Medium concentration segments are those with medium and low density residential 
development adjacent to them for part or all of their length. Areas of low concentration have 
either low density or no residential development along their length. Figure 6.3-11 also shows 
the location of existing noise walls along several highways, including the Jennings Freeway, 
I-480, I-77, and SR 8. 


Ground-Borne Vibration 
Criteria 


Vibration studies for transit facilities are performed in accordance with the Federal Transit 
Authority’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). The unit of 
measurement used in vibration measurement is the dB, which is usually abbreviated as VdB 
for vibration decibels. Vibration decibels describes a receiver’s vibration velocity level. The 
vibration impact criteria for transit projects depend on land use categories. Both land use 
categories and impact criteria are defined in Table 6.4-3. The impact criteria for ground- 
borne vibrations are based on the maximum vibration level experienced during a single transit 
vehicle pass-by. 


Category 1 land uses typically include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing 
facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. 
Concert halls and other special use facilities are not included in Category 1, but are 
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addressed separately as special buildings. Table 6.4-4 presents the impact criteria for these 
special buildings. 


Existing Conditions 


Ground-borne vibration is almost exclusively a problem related to steel-wheeled transit 
vehicles. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that perceptible (65 VdB or higher) vibration levels 
are experienced by receivers adjacent to the highway corridors within the study area. 
However, perceptible ground-borne vibration likely occurs close to active freight rail tracks. 
There are many site-specific factors that could affect the existing vibration conditions adjacent 
to active freight tracks. Without performing a detailed study of existing conditions, estimated 
existing vibration levels are presented in Table 6.4-5 for various speeds and distances from 
the tracks. Using these estimates, existing freight rail traffic is likely resulting in perceptible 
vibration levels at receivers within 200 feet of these rail corridors. 


Because all the rail corridors included in the study are or have historically been used for 
freight rail traffic, it is highly unlikely that vibration-sensitive manufacturing and research 
facilities have been constructed in the vibration-prone areas near these tracks. Additionally, 
none of the special buildings identified in Table 6.4-4 are known to exist along the rail 
corridors, and these uses are also unlikely given the historical use of these corridors for 
freight rail. Therefore, vibration-sensitive facilities and special buildings will most likely not be 
a factor that differentiates among the alternatives under consideration. 


Table 6.4-3: Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria 
""\f D Land Use Category Ground-borne Vibration Ground-borne Noise 
Impact Levels Impact Levels 
(VaB re 1 micro inch/sec) (dB re 20 micro Pascals) 


Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent 
Eventsa Eventsb Eventsa Eventsb 


Category 1: Buildings where low | 65 VdBc 65 VdBc 
ambient vibration is essential for 
interior operations. 
Category 2: Residences and 72 VdB 80 VdB 35 dBA 43 dBA 
buildings where people normally 
sleep. 
uses with primarily daytime use. 
( ) 


Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). 

e a “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most 
transit projects fall into this category. 

e b “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. 
This category includes most commuter rail systems. 

e c This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately 
sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive 
manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the 
acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building often 
requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors.--- = 
Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to ground-borne noise. 
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Table 6.4-4: Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria for Special Buildings. 
"f D Type of Building | Ground-borne Vibration Impact Ground-borne Noise Impact 
or Room * Levels Levels 
VdB re 1 micro inch/sec dB re 20 micro Pascals 


Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent 
Eventsb Eventsc Eventsb Eventsc 
Concert Halls 65 VdB 65 VdB 25 dBA 25 dBA 


Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 1995). 

° a If the building will rarely be occupied when trains are operating, there is no 
need to consider impact. As an example, consider locating a commuter rail line 
next to a concert hall. If no commuter trains will operate after 7pm, it should be 
rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

e b “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most 
rapid transit projects fall into this category. 

e c “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This 
category includes most commuter rail systems. 





Table 6.4-5: Approximate Vibration Levels for Freight Trains Using Existing Tracks. 


Distance Approximate Vibration Approximate Vibration Approximate Vibration 
from Tracks | Level at 20 MPH Level at 30 MPH Level at 40 MPH 

10 feet 87 VdB 91 VdB 93 VdB 

30 feet 80 VdB 84 VdB 86 VdB 


77 VdB 81 VdB 83 VdB 
100 feet 70 VdB 74 VdB 76 VdB 


150 feet 67 VdB 71 VdB 73 VdB 
300 feet 59 VdB 63 VdB 65 VdB 


Environmental Analysis- Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) 





The Noise and Air Quality analysis studies were updated to include the locally preferred 
alternative. No fatal flaws were identified for the locally preferred alternative during the 
evaluation of other SEE conditions including surface water features, wetlands, special-status 
species, parks, recreation areas and nature preserves, environmental justice, relocations and 
cultural resources. 
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6.4.1 Alternatives Analyzed 


The seven alternatives and transportation mode(s) under each alternative are presented 
below. 


Table 6.4-6: Proposed Alternatives and Transportation Modes 












































Transportation Mode 
Alternative 
Highway Commuter Rail Bus 
H1 Base No-build None None 
M1 Widen, add lanes, None None 
upgrade & modernize 
M2 Widen, add lanes, Via Hudson Feeder Bus System, 
upgrade & modernize Enhanced Express 
Bus System 
M3 Widen, add lanes, None Corridor Enhanced 
upgrade & modernize Bus System 
AND Reversible Lanes 
M4 Widen, add lanes, Via Hudson Feeder Bus System, 
upgrade & modernize Enhanced Express 
AND Reversible Lanes Bus System 
M5 Widen, add lanes, Via Kent Feeder Bus System, 
upgrade & modernize Enhanced Express 
Bus System 
LPA Widen, add lanes, Northern Corridor | Express Commute 
upgrade & modernize (Akron — Rail Extension 
Cleveland) Service, Express 
Route X61 & X62, 
Express Route X21 





Noise Assessment Methodology 


Using standard accepted formulas and procedures, future project-generated traffic, bus and 
train noise levels were estimated, and their potential impacts were assessed for the 
transportation modes for each alternative in the three Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPO). Data assumptions and assessment methodologies for each transportation mode are 
as follows: 


Highway Mode: 


All alternatives contain this transportation mode. Utilizing the maximum Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT), vehicle classification and traffic soeeds Leq noise levels were derived in conjunction 
with look-up tables found in Guidelines for Road Traffic Noise Assessment, Ontario Ministry 
of the Environment, July 1986. The three resulting noise levels (one for each MPO) were 
averaged to develop a highway noise level component for each alternative. 
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Commuter Rail Mode: 


This mode affects alternatives M2, M4, M5 and the LPA. Utilizing the commuter rail operating 
schedule, the daytime and nighttime trains were tallied by station to determine the maximum 
number of passers-by per MPO. The three resulting noise levels (one for each MPO) were 
averaged to develop a commuter rail noise level. 


Bus Mode: 

This mode affects alternatives M2, M3, M4, M5 and the LPA. Utilizing the proposed bus 
operating schedule the daytime and nighttime buses were tallied by station to determine the 
maximum number of buses per MPO. The three resulting noise levels (one for each MPO) 
were averaged to develop the bus noise level. 

A summary of the results of the assessment is shown in Table 6.4-7. 


Table 6.4-7: Noise Assessment Summary 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 
AMATS - 





Summit & 
Portage 
SCATS - 
Stark 
NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 
AMATS - 
Summit & 
Portage 
SCATS - 
Stark 
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M5 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 





AAMATS - 
Summit & 


Paortane 





SCATS - 
Stark 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 





AAMATS - 
Summit & 
Portage 





SCATS - 
Stark 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 





AAMATS - 
Summit & 
Portage 





SCATS - 
Stark 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 


61 


NI 








IAAMATS - 
Summit & 
Portage 


63 





SCATS - 
Stark 


81 


60 


63 


S| 


NI 








LPA 


NOACA - 
Cuyahoga 
IAAMATS - 
Summit & 


Partana 


SCATS - 





Stark 


79 


80 


81 


60 


06 





61 


63 


08 





SI 


SI 


SI 





NI 


NI 


NI 





NI 


NI 








*Legend-NI-No Impact; I-Impact; Ml-Medium Impact; Sl-Severe Impact. 
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6.4.2 Ranking of Alternatives 


A preliminary ranking of the alternatives was based on the degree of impact (Impact, Medium 
Impact and Severe Impact) and assigning a value to each of the alternatives. To further 
refine the analysis for alternatives M2, M4, M5, and LPA a rail noise level comparison was 
developed. This ranking was based on a weighting that took into account the approximate 
length of rail corridor with a high concentration of noise sensitive receptors. The identified 
length of the corridor was expressed as a percentage of the total length of the corridor and 
multiplied by the estimated total area of each MPO to provide a number that represents the 


area of noise impact associated with the two rail alignments. 


Alternatives M2 and M4, via Hudson commuter rail, were found to have the most area near 
locations with a high concentration of noise sensitive receptors. The final results of the 
ranking of alternatives based on the noise assessment can be found in Table 6.4-8. 


Table 6.4-8: CAC MIS Ranking of Alternatives 


























Alternative re abe 
H1, M1 1 
LPA, M3 2 
M5 3 
M2, M4 4 








6.4.3 Conclusions 


The following are the conclusions from the planning level study noise assessment. At this 
level of study these conclusions do not take into account specific potential residential 
impacts, and are based on the impacts on the overall corridor. Further noise analysis is 


required in the next phase of study: 


1. Alternatives M2 and M4 have a rail component in two counties and within those 
counties, trains would be traveling in areas with high population densities. Given that 
roadway traffic noise levels would be high under all of the alternatives, introduction of 
trains under alternatives M2 and M4 has the potential to create additional noise 
impacts by affecting sensitive receptors that are located in relatively quieter areas 
under the existing conditions. It is concluded that relative to the proposed seven 
alternatives, alternatives M2 and M4 would experience the most noise impact. 


2. Alternative M5 also has a rail component but it would affect high population areas in 
Stark County only. As a result, the extent of the rail noise impacts would be less 
under this alternative as compared to alternatives M2 and M4. 


3. Alternative M3 would experience noise impacts from enhanced bus operations in 
hitherto unaffected areas in addition to noise from highway traffic that is common to all 


of the alternatives. 
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4. The locally preferred alternative (LPA) has a rail component that does not have any 
noise impacts with enough significance to prevent the alternative from moving into the 
next phase of study. The express bus operations produce noise impacts in only one 
of the three MPO regions. The combination of the rail and bus services of this 
alternative should lessen the highway traffic, the largest source of noise impact for all 
the alternatives. 


5. Alternatives M1 and H1 would have the least noise impacts and the impacts would be 
confined to areas that are presently experiencing high noise levels from highway 
traffic. 


6.5 Air Quality Analysis 


The counties in the study area are in attainment with the National and State Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for most of the “criteria” pollutants regulated under Section 107 
of the 1977 Clean Air Act and its amendments. Criteria pollutants include: ozone, lead, 
nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter smaller than 10 
microns in diameter (PM10). The attainment statuses of the counties in the study area are 
shown in Table 6.5-1. 


Table 6.5-1: Attainment Status of Study Area Counties 


""\f D Pollutant | Cuyahoga Summit County | Stark County Portage County 
‘Ozone Maintenance 
iat — Eades taal Attainment Attainment Attainment 


— Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Monoxide 

Nitrogen Oxides | Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment* | Attainment Attainment Attainment 


Particulate Nonattainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Matter 


“The western part of Cuyahoga County is in attainment, but the remainder of the county is 
non-attainment. 





Based on this information, the main transportation-related pollutant concerns in the study 
area are ozone and PM10. Although the four counties in the study area have been 
designated as ozone “maintenance” areas (areas that were previously “nonattainment” but 
have not violated the NAAQS for a considerable length of time), the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed new, more stringent ozone standards. If these new 
standards are implemented, the four counties in the study area may be in jeopardy of 
becoming ozone nonattainment areas in the future. 


While ozone is a regional pollutant that is directly related to total vehicle miles and vehicles 
hours traveled in the study area, PM10 is both a regional and localized pollutant. As a 
localized pollutant, PM10 “hotspots” can result at specific locations. However, reliable 
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methodologies for analyzing PM10 hotspots have not been developed. Therefore, the best 
factor to differentiate among the alternatives under consideration will be total vehicle miles 
and vehicle hours traveled for the study area. 


Once the MIS preferred alternative is identified, regional conformity will need to be 
demonstrated for the individual transportation projects that comprise the preferred alternative. 
This process will require that each of the three Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
perform an air quality conformity analysis prior to adding individual projects to their Long 
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). At 
present, only those projects included within the no build alternative are included on the 
LRTPs and TIPs. 


Technical Assumptions 


The following assumptions were used to conduct the regional pollutant burden analysis for 
the proposed projects: 


° Average daily VMT and VHT data and average travel speeds were provided by 
PB Cleveland for passenger cars and trucks for each of the alternatives. 


e The latest MOBILESB input files were obtained from NOACA for the three study 
regions and emission factors were determined for CO, VOCs and NOx. 


e Pollutant burdens for CO, NOx and VOC were estimated for future No Build 
conditions (Alternative H1) and under future Build alternatives M1 to M5 and the 
draft Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy P1 for design year 2025. 


6.5.1 Results of Planning Level Study Air Quality Analysis 


The results of the analysis indicate that there are small differences between the alternatives 
in terms of the volume of pollutants that would be produced. In addition, the air quality 
analysis performed for the MIS were created using a regional air quality impact model driven 
by regional VHT and VMT outputs from the travel demand model runs. These transportation 
models include the entire area of the three MPO regions. Large portions of all three MPO 
areas lie outside the CAC study area. However, the changes to the transportation network 
under evaluation are all concentrated within the CAC study area. Therefore, the differences 
between the alternatives in terms of air quality impact may be relatively larger when 
considered in the context of the CAC study area alone or in specific local areas. More 
detailed air quality analysis, including point and dispersion analysis, will be required should 
the projects included in the recommended preferred alternative be carried forward as part of 
an environmental assessment (EA) or environmental impact statement (EIS). 


M1 Alternative 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the M1 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three-study areas. NOx emission burdens are higher in all three MPO areas 
compared to the No-Build alternative. However, the amounts by which they are higher are 
small and, under current standards, are not expected to cause any of the three MPO areas to 
exceed their regional budgets for NOx. For the CAC region, the overall composite estimates 
show the same findings for the M1 alternative. 
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M2 Alternative 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the M2 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three-study areas. NOX emission burdens are higher under M2 in Canton 
and Akron but lower in Cleveland as compared to the No-Build alternative. For the CAC 
region, the overall composite estimates show that pollutant burdens under the M2 alternative 
are lower when compared to the No-Build condition. 


M3 Alternative 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the M3 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three-study areas, with the exception of Canton. NOX emission burdens are 
higher under M3 in Canton and Akron but lower in Cleveland as compared to the No-Build 
alternative. For the CAC region, the overall composite estimates show that pollutant burdens 
under the M3 alternative are lower when compared to the No-Build condition. 


M4 Alternative 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the M4 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three-study areas. NOX emission burdens are higher under M4 in Canton 
and Akron but lower in Cleveland as compared to the No-Build alternative. For the CAC 
region, the overall composite estimates show that pollutant burdens under the M4 alternative 
are lower when compared to the No Build condition. 


M5 Alternative 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the M5 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three-study areas. NOX emission burdens are higher under M5 in Canton 
and Akron but lower in Cleveland as compared to the No-Build alternative. For the CAC 
region, the overall composite estimates show that pollutant burdens under the M5 alternative 
are lower when compared to the No Build condition. 


Draft Locally Preferred Alternative Strategy, P1 


CO and VOC emission burdens are lower for the LPA, P1 alternative than the No-Build (H1) 
alternative in all three study areas. NOX emission burdens are higher under P1 in Canton but 
lower in Akron and Cleveland as compared to the No-Build alternative. For the CAC region, 
the overall composite estimates show that CO, VOC and NOx pollutant burdens under the P1 
alternative are lower when compared to the No-Build condition. 
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Table 6.5-2: Air Quality Analysis 


[___~] Canton [Akron | Cleveland | Canton | Akron | Cleveland | 
Td SMT | _vwt | vi | SPEED | SPEED | SPEED | 
Hi 17,688,270 | 25,656,084 | 64,919,540] 32.00 | 3041 | 26.09] 
[Mit [17,688,540 | 25,734,103 | 64,969,760] 32.05 | 32.98 | 26.34 | 
[M2 [17,688,280 | 25,639,914 | 64,716,620] 32.05 | 32.46 | 26.50 _| 
[M3 [17,692,700 | 25,658,619 | 64,820,120| 32.04_| 32.44 | 06.44 _| 
[Ma [17,688,780 | 25,641,921 | 64,802,450] 32.05 | 32.46 | 96.42] 
[M5 11,687,510 | 25,652,557 | 64,787.700| 32.05 | 32.45 | 26.48 _| 
[P1___| 17,688,310] 25,624,116 | 64,780,900] 32.05 | 31.72 | 26.45 _| 


[| anton [Akron Cleveland | Canton | Akron | Cleveland | Canton | Akron | Cleveland | 

[coer | COEF | COEF | _NOxEF | NOxEF | NOxEF | VOCEF | VOCEF | VOC EF 
ee ama 
PTT 8327648 | 918 | 0872 | 087 | 0.819 | 0.909 | 0.873 | 0.963 
[——wi__| 8.20 | 7.079 | 9.10 | 0873 | 0818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.830 | 0.958 _| 
[_w2__| 8.20 | 7.053 | 9.02_| 0.873 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.837 | 0.953 _| 
-—w3s__| 8.32 | 7.079 | 9.06 | 0.872 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.909] 0.839 | 0.955 _| 
-—ma__| 8.20 | 7.053 | 9.06_| 0.873 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.837 | 0.955 _| 
[_ws___| 8.20 | 7.053 | 9.02 | 0873 | 0818 | 0819 | 0.907 | 0.837 _| 0.953 _| 
[Pi__| 820 | 7.270 | 902 | 0873 | oai7_| 819 | 0907 | 0.85 | 0.953 _| 
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Table 6.5-2 continued 


[| canton [Akron | Cleveland | Canton | Akron | Cleveland | Canton | Akron | Cleveland | 
P| COEF_| COEF _| COEF | NOxEF | NOxeF | NOxeF | vOCEF | VOCEF | vocEF _| 
PF __ | omimi[—amimi_[—gmimi_[gmimi_[gmimi_| gmimi| mimi _gm/mi_| _gm/mi__| 
[i832 [7048 | 9.18 | 0.872 | 0.817] 0.819 | 0.909 | 0.873 | 0.963 
-—_wt__| 8.29 | 7.079_| 9.10 | 0.873 | ote | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.809] 0.958 _| 
-——w2| 6.29 | 7.053_| 9.02| 0.873 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.837 | 0.953 _| 
-——w3s| 6.32 | 7.079 | 9.06_| 0.872 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.909 | 0.889 | 0.955_| 
wa} 6.29 | 7.053_| 9.06 | 0.873 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.837 __] 0.955 _| 
[ws | 829 | 7.053_| 9.02_| 0.873 | 0.818 | 0.819 | 0.907 | 0.887 | 0.953 _| 


Akron Cleveland Akron Cleveland Cleveland 


CO, NOx and VOC Pollutant Burdens by Region 


Composite Pollutant Burdens 


=a 
[Alternatives |_ScATS | AMATS | NOACA | _SCATS | AMATS | NOACA | SCATS | AMATS|_NoAcA |__| | ___] 
[| 0 burden | Co burden | CO burden | NOx burden | NOx burden | NOx burden| VOC burden| VOC burden| VOC burden| CO burden | NOx burden] VOC burden| 
[| kamsiday | komsiday | komsiday | komsiday | komsiday | kamsiday [ kgms/day | kamsiday | kamsiday | kgmsiday | kgmsiday | kgmsiday | 
[AT 97225 [196,065 [596,091 | 10,192 | 20,045 | 50,169 | 10,605 | 20.580 | 62,518 | 609,79 | 64,306 | 95,520 _| 
[mi] 96.863 182,172 | 591,160_| 10,204 | 21,050 | 53,210 | 10,602_| 21,501 | 62,241 | 870,194 | 64,465] 94,493 _| 
[m2 | 96,861 | 180,838 | 589,552 | 10,204 | 20.973 | 53,003_| 10,601 | 21,461 | 61,675 _| 601,251 | 64,180] 93.737 _| 
[m3 | ~97,260__| 181,637 | 567,141_| 10,196 | 20,989 | 53,088 | 10,629 | 21,528 | 61,903 | 866,038 | 64,272] 94,059 _| 


96,865 


180,852 


586,981 10,204 


20,975 


53,073 10,602 


21,462 61,886 


864,698 84,253 93,950 





96,854 


180,927 
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20,984 


53,061 10,601 


21,471 61,743 


861,973 84,248 93,814 
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53,056 10,601 
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Comparison of Baseline Alternative H1 to Build Alternatives (Kgms/day) 


Akron 
AMATS 
CO burden 
kgms/day 


a 
-15,226 
-14,427 
15,212 


Cleveland 


Cleveland Canton 





867,278 84,194 94,118 


(es eee 
[| Akron | | Akron | Cleveland Composite Pollutant Burden Compariso! 
NOACA | SCATS | AMATS | NOACA | SCATS | AMATS | NOACA |_| 


kgms/da' 


[(kgms/day)| 
CO burden | NOx burden} NOx burden| NOx burden| VOC burden| VOC burden| VOC burden} CO burden | NOx burden| VOC burden 
kgms/day —— ee —e kgms/day ee — ee —_—e kgms/day 


4351 eo et ee 
712,540 “166 “23 28,108 [126 | 1,785 
“8,951 


-9,111 


23,341 =33 “1,463 


-918 -631 


-24,681 -1,572 





-368 


-15,137 
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Comparison of Baseline Alternative H1 to Build Alternatives (%) 


aa ee 
Akron Cleveland Akron Cleveland Canton Akron Cleveland Reompestin Ba aay Burs Pollutant Burden pear se 


-600 -781 


[ NOACA | 





-22,101 71,404 


a ce 


— burden ee burden | CO burden | NOx burden} NOx burden | NOx burden | VOC burden] VOC burden ee burden| CO burden eee burden team burden 


aay aa ee a ee 
ta -0.37% EE -0.83% 0.12% 0.51% 0.08% -0.22% -3.53% aa 44% 
| M2 [ -0.37% “7.77% -2.10% 0.12% 0.14% -0.31% -0.22% -4.11% -1.35% 


ae 
-3.16% 


0.19% 
-0.15% 


aa 14% 
-1.87% 











Summary 

















The results above demonstrate that the locally preferred alternative strategy, P1, as well as 
alternatives M1 to M5, comply with the EPA’s Conformity Rule on a regional basis in reducing 
overall CO, VOC, and Nox pollutant burdens for the CAC region when compared to the No- 
Build Alternative. There may be additional impacts at station areas or rail yards, however, 
that level of detailed analysis is not required at this level of study, but will be conducted in the 
next phase of study. 
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6.5.2 Conclusions 


The SEE studies for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC) Interregional Travel Corridor Major 
Investment Study (MIS) evaluated the social, economic and environmental factors that might 
create potential impacts resulting from the implementation of the alternatives, specifically the 
locally preferred alternative. This MIS evaluated the major SEE impacts to detect any 
condition that could be considered a “fatal flaw’. No environmental “fatal flaw” conditions 
were identified during the alternatives evaluation. 


This analysis is not a detailed study performed in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), although it follows the guidelines set forth in NEPA for identifying potential 
SEE impacts. The NEPA evaluation will be completed on the locally preferred alternative if 
this project moves into further study. 


Table 6.5-3 identifies environmental conditions along the highway and rail alternatives as well 
as the park-and-ride lots and stations for the first round of alternatives evaluated for this 
study. These are ONLY to be considered POTENTIAL impacts should future projects be 
implemented that will require a NEPA evaluation. 


The locally preferred alternative does not require additional right-of-way and may result in 
only minor noise impacts (see Noise and Air Quality monitoring sections of this report). The 
results of the Air Quality analysis demonstrate that the locally preferred alternative complies 
with EPA’s Conformity Rule on a regional basis in reducing overall CO, VOC and NOx 
pollutant burdens for the CAC region when compared to the No Action Alternative. 


The rail component of the locally preferred alternative does not cause a noise impact. The 
express bus operations produce noise impacts only in the AMATS MPO. The combination of 
the rail and bus services of the locally preferred alternative should lessen the highway traffic, 
the largest source of noise impact. 


Overall, at this level of analysis, the study found no social, environmental or economic 
impacts that would prevent the locally preferred alternative from being implemented. 
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Page 6-117 
Table 6.5-3 Potential Environmental Impacts 
Cultural Wetlands Stream Crossings 100-Year ; Special Status Parks & 
Resources Floodplain crossings Species Recreation Areas 
Alternate H1- No build 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NOACA- HIGHWAY 
M1, M2 & M5- Widen, add 69 27.5 mi. Minor: 1-2 14 12 1-3 No Reg. Prot. 9 
——€« lanes & upgrade (H7) 2 mi.Subst: 6 or more 4+ Yes Reg. Prot. 
M 3 & 4- Widen, add lanes, 69 27.5 mi. Minor: 1-2 14 12 1-3 No Reg. Prot. 9 
upgrd., add revers. lanes (H8) 2 mi.Subst: 6 or more 4+ Yes Reg. Prot. 
NOACA- RAIL 
F ir ee 1-3 No Reg. Prot. 
Hudson Line 51 6.5 mi. Minor: 1-2 re 3 ds Yes Pag, Prot. 3 
NOACA PARK & RIDE LOTS 
|-77/Rockside Road 
Transit Center 2 tine 0 9 g 7 
North Randall 
Transit Center > 8 2 2 2 Mi 
-77/SR 82 
Park & Ride 0 6 or more 0 1 0 0 
NOACA STATIONS 
Cleveland at North Coast Transit 4 0 0 0 0 0 
E. 55 Street 21 10) 10} 0 ie} 0 
E. 88 & Union 10} 0 ie} 0 0 0 
|-480, Garfield Heights 0 1to2 0 0 0 10) 
Bedford NS 10 1to2 0) 0 0 0 
7 1 Federally 
AAA Threatened Spec. 
M1, M2 & M5- Widen, add 77 21.75 mi.Min.23.5 mi. 18 15 1-3, Yes Regulat. 12 
lanes & upgrade (H7) Mod., 22.75 mi. Sub. 4+ Yes Reg. Prot. 
M 3 & 4- Widen, add lanes, 7 21.75 mi.Min.23.5 mi. 18 15 4-12 Yes Reg.Prt. 12 
upgrd., add revers. lanes (H8) Mod., 22.75 mi. Sub. 8+ Yes Reg. Prot. 
AMATS- RAIL 
A 10 mi. Minor, 8.5 mi. Fed.Thr.20+ Ye: 
Hudson Ene a Mod.. 6.5 mi. Subst. 19 8 Reg.1-3 No Reg. id 
AMATS PARK & RIDE LOTS 
|-77/SR 21 (Richfield) 1-3, No Regulat. 
Park & Ride e Ue d ° Protection ; 
Rolling Acres Transit Center 10} 0 ie} 0 i?) 0 
|-77/Ghent Rd. Park & Ride 1 6 or more 0 1 e) 0 
Downtown Akron Transit Center 0 0 0) 0 0 0 
South Plaza Park & Ride 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rolling Acres Park & Ride 10} 0 10} 0 10} ie} 
AMATS STATIONS 
Hudson 0 0 
q 1-3, Yes Regulat. 
Cuyahoga Falls- Broad Protection 0 
Tallmadge 0 0 
SCATS- HIGHWAY 
M1, M2 & M5- Widen, add 2 mi. Minor, 2.5 mi. 0 4 
lanes & upgrade (H7) Mod., .5 mi. Subst. 
M 3 & 4- Widen, add lanes, 2 mi. Minor, 2.5 mi. 0 4 
upgrd., add revers. lanes (H8) Mod., .5 mi. Subst. 
SCATS- RAIL 
; 4.5 mi. Minor: 1-2 
Hudson Line 2 mi. Moderate: 3-5 M 7 
SCATS PARK & RIDE LOTS 
|-77/Shuffle Drive 0 0 
Park & Ride 
North Canton Park & Ride 0 0 
77 & SR62 
Belden Village Mall 0 0 
Park & Ride 
Downtown Canton 0 0 
Transfer Facility 
SCATS STATIONS 
North Canton 0 0 
Canton/Tuscarawas St. 0 0 
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6.6 Areas of Continuing Uncertainty 


As this study concludes, a number of important issues remain. These issues must be dealt 
with either through further study, through policy decisions of the local communities or 
agreements with other entities. 


Silver Lake Area Concerns 


Throughout this study, many residents of the cities of Silver Lake and Stow have been vocal 
in their concerns relative to the environmental issues, which may result in the location of a 
commuter rail line in close proximity to their homes. Also a concern is the possibility of freight 
traffic resuming operation after commuter rail service begins. 


The level of analysis required in this level of study does not provide the detailed level of 
environmental analysis necessary to address the specific detail of environmental impact 
resultant from a commuter rail transit improvement. If this study proceeds further, a first 
priority must be to provide specific, detailed information to address the concerns of Silver 
Lake and Stow residents. 


The railroads have verbally indicated that they have no interest in resuming freight service on 
the rail lines being considered for commuter rail, however, no formal commitment exists. 


Slavic Village 


Residents of Slavic Village have expressed opposition to widening the section of I-77 that 
passes through their neighborhood, essentially from Harvard Avenue north to I-490. 
Residents are opposed to widening of the highway, and to improvements proposed by the 
CAC study to modify the Fleet and Harvard Avenue interchanges in order to allow the 
freeway to be widened within the existing right-of-way. These concerns have been noted by 
the Coordinating Committee and have been passed on to the relevant transportation 
agencies serving the area and represented on the committee. The Coordinating Committee 
suggests that these improvements are necessary to address congestion in the area and 
justify inclusion in the LPA. The decision over whether the proposed improvements in this 
section move forward to inclusion in the MPOs long-range plan and whether the proposed 
improvements move to further study (including an environmental assessment that would 
consider impacts on the Slavic Village neighborhood and opposition to the project as factors) 
will depend on decisions on the part of NOACA, the MPO representing the area, and ODOT 
District 12, which would be the likely sponsor of highway improvements in this area. 


Highway and Transit Funding 


Both the Highway and transit portions of the recommended Locally Preferred Alternative 
Strategy are required to be adopted as part of the Long Range Plan for the affected MPO. 
Any project placed on the constrained portion of the Long Range Plan is required to have an 
identified source of funding. Several of the recommended highway projects and the commuter 
rail portion of the transit improvements do not have an identified source of funding adequate 
for implementation of the suggested project. Several steps must be taken to secure funding 
for the recommended projects. 


This MIS included only planning-level future traffic forecasts and associated level of service 
analysis. It did not develop the more detailed project level design hourly volumes and 
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resultant detailed capacity analysis that would be required to move forward with the design of 
a particular project. Those analyses will need to be developed as part of the NEPA process 
for each project. 


Negotiations with Freight Railroad Owners and Operators 


Much of the rail ROW included in the initial phase commuter rail recommendation is owned 
by freight railroads, principally Norfolk Southern, which operates freight rail service on these 
ROW. The cost estimates prepared by the consultant team include significant capacity 
improvements along much of the ROW. However, ultimately access to the ROW will be a 
matter of negotiations between the sponsors or operators of the commuter rail service 
(probably a public entity or entities) and the railroads. Issues such as operation of the 
commuter rail service by the freight railroads, for which there is precedent in many other 
cities, and access to downtown Akron, which requires crossing over CSX's ROW in that area, 
will be subjects of negotiation. METRO is currently negotiating with CSX over issues relating 
to the proposed extension of the Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad from its present terminus 
near downtown Akron (a possible commuter rail station site) and downtown Canton. This 
excursion service would provide an interim use for METRO's ROW between Akron and 
Canton. This is pending the possible extension of commuter rail service to downtown Akron 
and downtown Canton in possible subsequent phases of development that are beyond the 
implementation of the initial phase service documented in this LPA report. Access to 
downtown Akron and Canton by commuter rail service may be addressed in these 
negotiations. 


Potential Additional Future Projects 


In spite of the many funding sources identified as part of the study’s financial analysis, a 
number of projects that would help address the travel needs of corridor users and the goals of 
this study were excluded from the LPA due to inadequate funding or other constraints. The 
following projects were excluded from the LPA, but may be considered as future projects: 


e Commuter rail service extending south of Tallmadge Avenue to Downtown Akron and 
south to Canton. 


e 1-77: SR 241 to Archwood Ave. (widen from 6 to 8 lanes) 
e |-77: l-76 (Kenmore Leg) to Miller Rd. (widen from 6 to 8 lanes) 
e SR 8: Central Interchange to Broad Blvd. (widen from 6 to 8 lanes) 
e |-77: Rockside Rd. to Wallings Rd. (widen from 6 to 8 lanes) 
Changes in regional and local priorities, land use and development patterns, and funding 


availability at the local, state and federal level could result in these projects being 
reconsidered, though further study would be necessary to permit implementation. 
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 


7.1 Stakeholder Interview Report 
“How is it that we 


A centerpiece of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment can get a package 
Study’s public involvement program was a series of interviews to an office faster 
designed to make direct, personal contact with key policy framers, than a person 
decision-makers, and other stakeholders who represent interests or to a job?” 


viewpoints known to be of importance to eventual consensus-building 
on a preferred investment strategy. 


Cleveland employee 





About 30 interviews were originally planned, but as each interviewee was asked, "Whom else 
should we meet?" the list grew. By the end of the interview period — June through August 1999 
— the interview roster had grown to 85 persons. An additional presentation during that period, to 
the Cuyahoga County Mayors and City Managers Association, reached another 30 persons, 
bringing the total “outreach” effort during the study’s Interviews Phase to 115. 


The overriding goal of the study is to establish a consensus plan. With this in mind, the 
interviews sought to learn what is important to decision-makers and what information and tools 
might assist consensus building as the study proceeds. The goal of the interview process was 
threefold: 


e Outreach — to inform these stakeholders about the CAC Major Investment Study 
(abbreviated as “CAC TRANS") and outline how it would be conducted; in cases 
where their understanding appeared to be incorrect or incomplete, to learn their 
perceptions of the study and to ascertain how they think others perceive the study; 
and to correct any misinformation about the study 


e Issues Identification — to learn what specific issues they thought should be 
considered as part of the study, and to gather their expectations, hopes and 
concerns about what the study might produce 


e Intelligence Gathering — to glean information about the dynamics of regional 
decision-making, including the identification of barriers to collaboration and 
consensus building, and the identification of other persons whose opinions would 
enrich the study or could influence its eventual public support. 


The interviews are important as an initial step because they help structure " 

the rest of the study. They let the study team understand how PenouguE tat 
knowledgeable decision-makers are about the study’s technical issues, and focused on rail. 
help identify where basic education is needed. Information from the i wasnt aware 
interviews is also used to help set the content and tone for the rest of the that this had 
public involvement/public information program. 


this study was 


other aspects.” 


The interviews reveal where there are misconceptions that need to be Ohio Turnpike 
corrected, and highlight areas of confusion or misunderstanding that might Commission member 
cloud participants’ under- standing and evaluation at key decision points 

throughout the study. In this case, one widespread misconception about the nature and 

purpose of the CAC TRANS study emerged early in the interview process. 
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Many interviewees believed that the MIS was focused solely on commuter rail feasibility, and on 
a choice between two Akron-Cleveland rail alignments, one in Summit County and the other in 
Portage County. Here, the interviews provided invaluable “early warning” -- and an ability for 
instantaneous correction to assure stakeholders that while rail is indeed a key component in the 
study, a wide range of options would receive thorough and even-handed evaluation. Another 
belief held by some — that decisions on the rail alignments have already been made, and 

that the study is intended only to justify the choice already made — is a perception some 
interviewees still hold. Only the process itself will be able to obviate this fear. 


7.1.1 Interview Format & Procedures 


To open each meeting, the interviewee was given a one-sheet handout (attached at end of this 
report) that included a map of the study area and brief information covering these topics: 


e CAC TRANS —a Tool for Making Better Decisions 
e Study Methods Based on Solving Problems 

e Multi-Agency Group Oversees Study 

e Public Involvement a Hallmark of CAC TRANS 

¢ Questions? Here’s Who to Contact 


Usually, a quick briefing and review of the handout began discussion. None of the interviews 
was scripted. Except for the question asking for referrals to other persons, and the query 
highlighted on Page 10, no predetermined set of questions was asked in interviews, and no 
standard format was used. 


Interviews were tailored to suit the expertise or interests of the respondents, who were 
encouraged to think of the interviews as informal conversations with CAC TRANS consultants. 
They were asked to be candid and were assured that their observations would be unattributed 
in the Interviews report. 


The consulting team’s Public Involvement Task Manager, Genevieve Ray (Urban Conservation 
& Design) conducted most of the interviews. Parsons Brinckerhoff Project Manager Philip 
Pasterak and Deputy Project Manager Ken Kinney conducted one interview, and one or both of 
them joined Ray on most others. 


7.1.2 Major Themes / Reoccurring Themes 


These themes emerged from the interviews: 


e Confirmation of conclusions from the project’s earlier scoping meetings that the 
major highways that should be included in the MIS for detailed study were I-77, 

I-76, I-480, I-80, I-277, and SR 8. 

e Enthusiastic support for the regional approach embodied in the MIS, and expression 
of the need for other regional problem-solving efforts. Equal enthusiasm for the 
collaborative spirit that marks the CAC TRANS process, and high hopes for 
consensus on a preferred investment strategy. 
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e Strong acknowledgement that adding lanes to highways is a strategy with real limits, 
and recognition that for some roadways or roadway sections, those limits have been 
reached. 


e Desire for multi-modal solutions to address traffic congestion problems. 


e Skepticism over the ability of public officials and agencies to step beyond provincial 
or short-range interests or competition for funding to embrace regional solutions. 


e Concern that changing people’s attitudes and behavior regarding public 
transportation is a major problem for development of non-highway alternatives. 


e Concern that what one interviewee called “the amazing triumph of the automobile” 
makes even moderate proposals such as carpooling difficult to achieve. 


e Strong interest in rail as an alternative. Rail supporters expressed concern that high 
costs and the difficulty of changing people’s travel habits may make rail proposals 
unrealistic or unsupportable. Individuals who have not supported rail in the past 
generally expressed willingness to consider it, if the resulting benefits and costs 
support it. 


e Active debate over which of the two potential rail alignments, via eastern Summit 
County or western Portage County, better serves the region and the interests of 
public transit. Some comments indicated that the two do not need to be viewed as 
mutually exclusive, and that partial or phased development of both should be 
considered. 


e Desire to “settle the rail question." Similarly, desire to make decisions and move 
ahead into implementing agreed-upon projects as soon as possible. 


e Concern about generating funding for recommended improvements, including an 
understanding that funding for the region is limited and trade-offs would be involved. 
Stakeholders noted repeatedly, however, the need to view high costs within a larger 
frame of potential environmental, economic and social benefits. 


e Insistence that technical analyses carried out as part of the study must be impartial 
and thorough to assure that decision-makers and the general public can make 
"clean" comparisons among alternatives. 


e Strong support for a land-use component in the Major Investment Study, from 
environmentalists, business people and political leaders alike. A preponderance of 
comments indicated “anti-sprawl” sentiment, with preference for development 
policies that reinforce and strengthen urban cores and already-established business 
areas outside center city. Stakeholders spoke in favor of relatively concentrated, 
dense development over widespread, low-density growth into more rural or 
agricultural areas. Some explicitly urged high-density, transit-oriented development 
and measures to control outward growth. Others took dispersed, outward growth as 
a “given” -- a reflection of employers’ and homebuyers’ personal choices -- to which 
transportation policy should respond. 


e Specific concerns were voiced about the relationships of transportation and 
development choices to quality of life, community-building and neighborhood health 
and stability. Issues of neighborhood disruption, environmental justice and even- 
handed distribution of costs and benefits were raised, most notably (but not 
exclusively) in the Canton area, where a legacy of earlier community fragmentation 
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from highway development still influences the public debate over transportation 
improvements. 


Real engagement with larger policy questions: whether policies and projects 
intended to promote transit in relatively undeveloped areas actually expand farther 
the boundaries of outward migration; whether providing access to exurban 
employment centers serves to further deteriorate chances for in-city revitalization; 
and in this instance, whether outlying suburbs encouraging the development of new 
employment centers should be “rewarded” with public transportation for their 
workers. 

From all interviewed, expressions of willingness to listen to other points of view to 
find fair, even-handed, multi-modal solutions in the corridor. The interviews offered 
promise that collaborative problem solving is possible. 


Interview Roster 


Here follows the list of all interviews conducted in June, July and August 1999. Some interviews 
were individual or two-person sessions; others were meetings involving established or ad-hoc 
groups of up to 10 persons. Below is the list of interviews. Persons listed together were 
interviewed together. 


City Officials 


City of Akron Donald L Plusquellic, Mayor 


James W. Phelps, Deputy Mayor for Economic Development 
with Kenneth Hanson, Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study 


City of Canton Richard D. Watkins, Mayor 


Michael L. Miller, Service Director 


William E. McGeorge, Director, Community, Economic 
Development & Planning Department 
Sheila K. Tharp-Barrino, Assistant Director 


City of Cleveland Hunter Morrison, Director, Department of City Planning 


City of Stow Donald Coughlin, Mayor 


County Officials 


Cuyahoga County Jane L. Campbell, Commissioner 


Paul Alsenas, Director, County Planning Commission 


Portage County Kathleen Chandler, Commissioner 


Charles W. Kieper, Il, Commissioner 
Christopher Smeiles, Commissioner 
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Summit County 
Summit County 


Stark County 


Regional Agencies 


METRO 


Portage Area Regional 
Transportation 
Authority (PARTA) 


PARTA Board 
PARTA Consultant 
Stark Area Regional 
Transit Authority 
(SARTA) 
Northeast Ohio 


Areawide Coordinating 
Agency (NOACA) 


NOACA Board 


Greater Cleveland 
Regional Transit 


Tim Davis, Summit County Executive 
Gene Esser, County Engineer 
Francis V. Fischer, Stark County Engineer 


Mike Rehfus, Chief Deputy Engineer 
[participated in a public/private small-group meeting; 
see Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce, below] 


Robert K. Pfaff, General Manager/Secretary- Treasurer 

Molly K. Becker, Communications Specialist 

Jerry Bryan, Director, Planning 

Kirt Conrad, Development & Grants Manager, Committee Liaison 
Dawn Disler, SCAT Operations Manager 

Louwana Oliva, Director, Communications 

Charles Rector, Director, Operations 

Anton Yachmeneyv, Intern 


Dennis G. Solensky, General Manager 

Roger Bacon, (then) Planner 

(Since the interview, Bacon has left the agency) 
R.P. Flynn, Board President 

James Carlton, ERLAN Group, Inc. 


Sharon A. Eslich, Executive Director 


Howard R. Maier, Executive Director 

Mahmoud Al-Lozi, Group Manager 

James W. Armaline, Senior Planning Engineer 
Joseph A. Cole, Technical Support Manager 
Ronald T. Eckner, Transportation Division Director 


Jerry N. Hruby, Board Chair / Mayor of Brecksville 


Ronald J. Tober, General Manager 
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State & Federal Agencies 

Ohio Department of Dale A. Schiavoni, Transportation Planning and Program 
Transportation / ODOT Administrator 
District 12 

John Motl, Modes Management Engineer 

David Jersan, Sr., County Manager 

Eric N. Forsberg, Planning Preparation Engineer 

Dennis J. O’Neil, Work Zone Traffic Control Engineer 
Ohio Department of Joseph B. Kovach, Planning and Programming Administrator 
Transportation /ODOT John H. Avery, Highway Management Administrator 
District 4 David R. Dreger, District Deputy Director 


Guy J. Miranda , District Environmental Engineer 
Kimberly M. Mondora, Major New Project Coordinator 
William Quartel, Public Information Officer (now retired) 
Sue Swartz, Office of Environmental Services 

Jacob Wang, District Planning Engineer 


Also attending ODOT 4 group session: 


Michael B. Armstrong, Field Operations Engineer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Joseph A. Werning, Environmental Program Specialist, FHWA / Ohio Div. 


Civic & Business Groups / Educational & Research Institutions 


Akron Regional Richard L. Erickson, (then) President, Chief Executive Officer * 
Development Board John G. Appledorn, Senior Director, Government Relations 


* Since the interview, Erikson has become the director of the Northeast Ohio 
Business Consortium 


Greater Cleveland David N. Goss, Director, Build Up Greater Cleveland 
Growth Association R. Thomas Green, co-chair, Regional Logistics Committee 
Greater Canton Steven Katz, Vice President of Economic Development 
Chamber of and Governmental Affairs 

Commerce Linda Zaleski, Chair, Transportation Committee / Streets 


& Highways Committee 
Heidi Kaiser, Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Co., 
Administrative Assistant for Engineering 
Dan Reinsel, W&LE Signal & Communication Supervisor 
Mike Rehfus, Chief Deputy Engineer, Stark County 
[listed with County officials above, but attended this group 
session] with Paul Jaeger, Stark County Area Transportation 
Study 
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Stark Development 
Board 


Kent State University 


EcoCity Cleveland 
Imagine.Akron:2025 


Environmental interest 
group (ad-hoc, 
Cuyahoga County) 


Kent Environmental 
Council / Healthy 
Transportation 
Task Force 


Cleveland Tomorrow 


Center for Regional 
Economic Issues (RE1) 


Northeast Ohio Four 
County Regional 


Planning & Development 


Organization (NEFCO) 


Northeast Ohio Trade & 
Economic Consortium 
(NEOTEC) / Summit 
County Port Authority 


Crown Point Ecology 
Learning Center 


United WE-CAN! 


Dan Talarchek, Vice President 


Carol A. Cartwright, President 


Thomas J. Clapper, Director, Campus Bus Service 
David Kotting, Training & Planning Manager, Campus Bus Service 


David Beach, Executive Director 
Bradley Flamm, Transportation Program Coordinator 
David A. Lieberth, Consultant 


Carol Gibson, Cuyahoga County League of Women Voters 
Ryan E. McKenzie, Alt-Trans Cleveland 

Jerome Walcott, Commission on Catholic Community Action 
Patricia Carey, Regional Solutions 

Harold Walker, Jr., Chair 

Nancy and Walter Adams 


Caroline Arnold 
Harriett Begala 


Stephen Strnisha, Deputy Director 


Richard A. Shatten, Director 


Joseph Hadley, Jr., Executive Director 


Thomas Russell, Head of Zoning for the Port Authority 


Susan Theirl, Department of Development, Head of Census 
Reporting 


David E. Irvine, Director 


Sue Lacy, Regional Director 
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CAC Major Investment Study Coordinating Committee Members 


In addition to Messrs. Bacon (PARTA), Hanson (AMATS), Jaeger (SCATS), Mot] (ODOT 
District 12) Pfaff (METRO), Solensky (PARTA) and Wang (ODOT District 4) listed above, the 
following Coordinating Committee members or sponsor agency staff were also consulted 
during the interview phase: John Bell (SARTA); Richard Enty (Greater Cleveland RTA); 
Steve Jones (NOACA); William Murphy (AMATS), and Jerry Workman (ODOT Office of 
Public Transportation). 


STAKEHOLDERS SET HIGH EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDY 


To establish early baseline information on what expectations or hopes stakeholders might 
have for the study, interviewees were invited to complete the sentence: “The dollars spent on 
the CAC Major Investment Study will have been well-spent IF ...”. A representative selection, 
shown below, shows the range of opinions and comment brought to the interview process. 


“The dollars for the CAC Major Investment Study will have been well-spent:” 


e if it can foster more cooperation between the three main cities in the corridor. 
e if it responds to interregional needs. 
if it produces meaningful, do-able, multimodal improvement in corridor that 
includes a healthy, strong piece for public transportation, including reverse 
commute. 
if it evolves smoothly into NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] 
documentation. 
if the purpose and need statement lays the true groundwork to take off running 
on project implementation. 
if we can afford what it recommends. 

e if in the long-term, we will be able to look back and see a significant change in 
the way the federal/state dollars are spent and if there’s significant 
commitment to rail transit. 

if there are stand-alone projects. 

if outlying suburban areas are served. 

if it resolves the rail question. 

if we have a plan that everybody agrees to and mechanisms for 
implementation. 

if it provides tools that others can use. 

if it gets people to consider the various benefits of rail traffic rather than 
looking only at narrow costs. 

if anything gets done from the study — action towards mobility needs and 
getting people able to get around better. 

if we DO something and quit talking about it, improve it so it’s not gridlocked. 

if it gives a holistic transportation approach. 

if ideas about linking land use and zoning come out of this study. 

if these people continue talking together to develop a regional base. 








PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-9 





Interview Notes 


This section contains many of the actual notes taken at the interviews. In all cases, the notes 
attempt to paraphrase, and catch the tone of, the interviewee’s comments and observations. 
Where possible and appropriate, the interviewee’s actual words are used, including lively and 
sometimes colorful language that emerges periodically. In some cases, the speaker or his/her 
organization is named or is obvious. For a handful, comments may have been edited slightly to 
mask the identity of a speaker who might not wish the more-than-candid remarks to be shared. 


The notes often refer to agencies represented on the CAC TRANS Coordinating Committee: 
AMATS (Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study), GCRTA (Greater Cleveland Regional 
Transit Authority), Akron-based METRO (Metro Regional Transit Authority), NOACA (Northeast 
Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency), SARTA (Stark Area Regional Transit Authority), SCATS 
(Stark County Area Transportation Study), and three offices of the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT): District 4, District 12 and the ODOT Office of Public Transportation. 
PARTA (Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority) serves in an advisory position on the 
Committee. 


Coordinating Committee members agreed at the outset of the interviews that it was in the best 
interests of the study to provide themselves with the best, most accurate information possible — 
including information on how the study and its sponsoring agencies are perceived. With their 
explicit concurrence, therefore, the agencies represented on the committee have not been 
“protected” in these notes. Critical or less-than-laudatory remarks about those ten agencies — 
even comments that reflect misinformation or are flatly incorrect — are included just as 
interviewees stated them. 


In a few rare cases, clarifications or corrections of fact are added in [brackets]. 


The notes are divided into two sections: 


Setting the Planning Context Scoping the Alternatives 


This section includes interviewees’ 
observations about the larger realm in 
which transportation planning occurs. It 
includes their thoughts about the study 
itself and how it should be structured and 
carried out; about how the travel corridor is 
used and by whom, and about such topics 
as commuting, economic development, 
welfare to work and land use. 


This section includes comments about 
specific modes of transportation to be 
explored in the major investment study. It 
includes respondents’ assessment of the 
desirability of different alternatives — e.g. 
highway widenings, commuter rail, express 
bus — and documents their opinions about 
what factors should be considered in 
weighing the relative merits of the 
alternatives. 
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Setting the Planning Context 


STAKEHOLDERS APPLAUD REGIONAL APPROACH 


Almost without exception, interviewees were pleased with the 
regional approach that marks the CAC TRANS Major Investment 


Study. They were impressed with the large-scale attempt to 
reach consensus on long-term transportation decisions ina 
rapidly-changing corridor. Invariably, they spoke of the need for 
a continuation of more regional efforts in Northeast Ohio. 





Summary of Comments 


It seems like this study has the chance to be one of most comprehensive 
transportation studies to cover multi-modal solutions that we’ve seen yet. 


This community is just beginning to have a halfway intelligent discussion of 
regionalism. We haven’ yet had extremely negative growth — we've had 
dispersion. We’re starting to understand the Cleveland model: we're not Atlanta, 
but also not Portland. 


| think this [CAC TRANS] may be the first real multi-county infrastructure 
question that’s being dealt with. | don’t know if we'll get community consensus — 
there are real opportunities here for smart growth — we need a new term — we 
want growth and economic potential to occur here in a certain way. At the end of 
the day, at least we'll have a sense of capital improvement recommendations. 


We all compete for the same folks commercially / industrially. When all of our 
economies are strong, we are better. 


We have to think differently about the community in which we live and work. 
Look at the region or at the county and recognize a variety of choices. Some 
people want to live in a McMansion in Brecksville. Some people want to live in 
racial, religious, ethnic diversity. People make choices based on lifestyle choices 
— safety, schools, etc. If they’re more interested in a fancy house where 
everything works, give up on Cleveland Heights and Shaker. Instead of having 
fights over this, we should concentrate on keeping a wide range of choices. 


| was at a meeting in 1996 at BUGC [Build Up Greater Cleveland] with people 
from Stark, Summit and Cuyahoga Counties. The ONLY thing we all agreed on 
was that improvements were needed to I-77. Cleveland recognized that goods 
need to flow out and raw materials need to flow in. The secondary common 
interest was Rte. 21. 


Regionalism is an important issue, but you have to know for what purpose. The 
#1 goal in Akron’s city hall is job creation. There’s a need to move quickly, and 
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this is where JEDs [Joint Economic Development Districts] have served us. 
Akron gives water and sewer to neighboring communities (there are now four: 
Coventry, Springfield, Bath and Copley). Akron does the infrastructure and gets 
100% of income tax associated with the industrial and commercial growth. 


Expanded coordination among transit agencies is a good idea, as long as they 
work with us so we don‘ trip over each other entering and exiting town. We 
should work with each other. Fare structure and coordination is a tough issue. 


Unfortunately, regionalism has not been a two-way street. Cleveland business 
people are interested in Akron when they want people to come spend money. 
They know, and we know, that keeping Cleveland strong is good for the region. 
Canton, Akron and Cleveland all need to be strong, and the suburbs want to be 
as strong. 


This should support core cities and near-in, first-ring suburbs. But how do you 
get support? Linked optimization? Public officials will go after free money and 
ignore operating costs. Everybody's got a project they want. If they fear their 
project will be displaced, they won't support the larger plan. | don’t think your 
study should get into these discussions. You should step back, look at it 
strategically and ask, is this good for the region? 


In some ways, the viability of the study doesn’t make a difference. But political 
leaders have to want to be involved and offer input. An example is the ITS 
[Intelligent Transportation Systems], where there is a need to get the major 
players on board in the process — the City of Cleveland which is the major 
beneficiary of ITS, representatives of the mayors, planners at NOACA, AMATS, 
etc., state legislators, etc. One major player can balk: in this case, it was the 
City of Cleveland, which said they don't know if it’s the best place to put money. 


We really need a regional plan — Youngstown to Toledo or Sandusky — for 
logistics [trucking and shipping]. 


You have to make regional thinkers of these people. Each city must look at its 
own benefits and losses, but each also has to look at regional benefits. 


People have tried before to get regional efforts going on the principle of one 
county, one vote. Cuyahoga County always said no. Now the business 
community is taking a lead in creating the Northeast Ohio Business Consortium 
— they've adopted a one-city, one-vote rule, and the [Greater Cleveland] Growth 
Association accepted. This is a good sign. 


How is CAC TRANS different from anything else that’s ever been done? Maybe 
what's different is the multi-county impacts. 


For the most part we’re not recognizing interdependence and interconnection 
between the three major cities in the I-77 corridor. We should be doing 
marketing that goes on to attract people to one-week vacation. There’s a week’s 
worth of things to do in this region. Tie the three together and you've got a week. 
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We have trouble with regional thinking because we're different jurisdictions — all 
the agencies have their own 25- and 50-year plans. Can we extend what 
NOACA has done with its planning for five counties? 


Akron-Canton is one area — they just don’t know it yet. Two features impact 
this: from Cleveland to Akron is the national park that serves as a kind of natural 
barrier. But from Akron to Canton, barriers are broken down by the presence of 
the airport and the industrial development and residential development between 
Akron & Canton. 


The money spent on the study will be worth it if it provides tools others can use. 
Here’s what | hope the study produces: | want to get my hands ona GIS 
[Geographic Informational Systems] map that shows demand generators, 
demographics and population density, zoning, environmentally sensitive areas. 
This GIS should be put it in the public realm, as a tool for others to use. We 
would have a tool that carries on after the CAC TRANS study, not just in the 
hands of Parsons Brinckerhoff and Akron METRO. 


Inter-regionalism is both a weakness and a strength. After this initiative stops, 
keep the group together through environmental and design phases. The 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations need to keep talking together — so they can 
act as a united front. 


ROAD TO CONSENSUS SEEN AS DIFFICULT 


Along with their enthusiasm for a regional approach, these 
stakeholders expressed skepticism about the success of the 
consensus-building venture. They wondered whether policy 
framers and decision-makers could rise above their own provincial 
interests, historical animosities and competition for funds to 
embrace a unified regional vision. 


A challenge for the planning process is bitterness that has arisen 
between proponents of potential rail alignments, one in Summit 
County and the other in Portage County. In interviews, however, 
most described themselves as open-minded and willing to engage 
with others in a fair and equal assessment of rail feasibility. 





Summary of Comments 


The study is perceived as biased toward rail. The MPOs are sensitive — there is 
bias, but bias is not a barrier to a fair study. Don't bury the rail alternative in 
response. 
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Some elected 
officials 
offered advice 


on consensus 
building and 
political 
timing. 





What do we have to do in the study? Consider road expansion projects and 
consider commuter rail. 


| like hearing you say that this isn’t a study to confirm one mode. 


Existing problems will be self-evident. How to address them is as simple as 
falling off a horse — you've got 6 lanes feeding into 4 lanes. | know the solution 
is not to make Route 8 into eight lanes. Nor will rail take all problems off the 
roads. People will try to build around the rail. I'll believe the study is fair if there’s 
a nice mix of rail and highway solutions. 


It’s not true that the business community is "driving" the moves toward 
regionalism. We've had tremendous leadership in the public sector. But 
sometimes it’s impossible to get people to talk to each other. MPOs get money 
through highways. They protect their own regions, their own little area. 


One of the problems is that our MPO doesn't talk to theirs. Heavy growth areas 
and models don’t necessarily merge. Also, traffic-counting responsibilities have 
devolved onto counties. 


Stark County's sales tax failed. Voters see roads as an obligation of 
government, and they see transit as "you're stealing my money." 


Consensus? It will never happen. A solution has to be there, but Stark County is 
not ready for solution. Consensus building is one of the problems. The vocal 
people in Stark almost hate change. Consensus-wise, as this gets publicized, 
people will soend more time finding fault. The vocal population won't give an 
easy buy-in to any solution. 


The way your maps are drawn, Bedford has the same weight and importance as 
Cleveland. 


A deal for a rail line from Akron to Cleveland through Hudson, not Kent, was 
made years ago. | think it’s cooked and we can‘ stop it. The findings of your 
study won't matter. 


I've heard you say that we aren't second-class citizens, and that this will be a fair 
study. | think it's a bunch of hogwash. There's no nice face to put on the fact 
that Portage County is in a second- class place in this study. We were excluded 
as voting members of the study committee. The commuter rail route was pre- 
chosen and pre-ordained. We raised questions and concerns, and now | think 
they're paying some attention. At least they're trying to make it not look like it's 
not stacked. 


It is impossible for ODOT projects to move quickly, which is needed for economic 
development. Everything is too slow. We are continually frustrated with state 
involvement. 


| would like to see presentations to City Council, but contact us after November, 
not before. 
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You should not give anyone a chance to make this a political football, and that 
has real significance for the timing of the study. 


You shouldn't plan any final decision-making before the 2000 election. You've 
got the Presidential election and in important elections in all the counties. It will 
be hard to get the attention of decision-makers. 


We had a plan that would have resolved a bad traffic merge point, but it never 
went anywhere because of NOACA’s unwillingness to okay it. 


To build consensus, you've got to be able to show the benefits to individual 
interest groups. 


Consensus is difficult because MPOs, Regional Development Board, Chamber of 
Commerce, from places throughout the region are all in turf fights: chambers 
and regional development boards have turned into their own bureaucracies. 


Our problem has been AMATS — we're treated like a poor stepchild. Of all the 
proposed routes, ours is do-able in the short term. We have the lines, rail lines 
are there, willing RR operators. In comparison, on the route through Hudson, the 
railroad won't allow a passenger corridor through Hudson — too much freight 
and chances of a logjam at Cuyahoga Falls. We are a rural county, they think 
we're just a bunch of country bumpkins. There are local revenues to support rail 
— KSU, possible sales tax, etc. Portage is between rock and hard place. The 
800-pound gorilla will fight to prevent the most do-able line. We can demonstrate 
that this would be a boon for the county. With solid planning and political will, 
this could be a boon for Portage. The railroad won't dance on the other line. 


ODOT tends to be land-use blind. The success of this study will lie in the extent 
to which you can get ODOT to think of these issues. 


The CAC study did everything possible to unfairly exclude Kent from the list of 
viable options. AMATS wants it their way or no way. With federal money, this 
should be more objective. 


Portage County should do their own project. We've tried to reach them; they are 
represented by AMATS; but they don’t come to meetings until after the decisions 
have been made. But try to include them. Also, Kent Bus Service is active and 
should be involved. 


I’ve heard that it is an honest evaluation, not a sham study that you see all the 
time. If that's true, if we do the research and study and find the Portage rail 
alignment is not the best option, then we don’t want to build it here. We think we 
have the better route, but if ours is eliminated for good solid reasons, then so be 
it. 


Part of the big problem is RTA going for $320 million for Euclid Corridor, which 
RTA is seeing as an economic development project. RTA has a tendency to 
change priorities every week. You can‘ do all these projects. It would be better 
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to dump Euclid Corridor. They are completely strung out and need to sit down 
and prioritize. The best thing that could happen is for RTA to kill Euclid Corridor. 


From my perspective, we have a highway department, not a transportation 
department. 


How much do we spend to subsidize highways? It always seems that rail is 
presented as needing to fund itself. We should be able to compare rail vs. 
highways on an even playing field. 


Our transportation planning in the region amounts to chasing congestion. We 
play catch-up with the cars. 


Building consensus on the overall plan is easier than decisions about money — 
what do you fund first? You need a whole plan: otherwise, everybody argues 
over their own project. 


PUBLIC GIVES MANDATE FOR LOOK AT LAND USE 


Consistent with their support for a regional approach to solving 
transportation questions, interviewees made it apparent that they 
understand the inextricable links between land use, development, 
and transportation. Interviews show a clear mandate to include a 
strong land-use component in the study. 


Interviewees also made clear their feeling that the policies 
associated with land use, development and transportation should 
be explored together and thoughtfully linked. Some wished for 
even greater emphasis on land-use recommendations than is 
likely in the study. 





Summary of Comments 


This study is 5 years too late, because so many highway improvements are 
already in the works. 


We should be making planning infrastructure observations. States should have a 
baseline and tools to look at land use, (environment may turn out to be the way 
to cut to these issues). 


"Transportation sheds" — this is an idea like watersheds: you look first at 
capacity — what the current transportation infrastructure is able to handle — then 
from that, establish where mega-centers should be for housing, jobs, etc. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-16 





At least in this study, we can look at existing exits, transit stops and 
interchanges, then develop solutions to serve existing needs. Show current 
densities of housing and jobs, and look at proposed zones and zoning tools that 
are in place. 


We should ask: How can we reduce VMT (Vehicles-Miles Traveled) in the 
region? If we said, "we will not increase VMT any higher than it is today," what 
land use changes would we make? 


| wonder if you could do an alternative that deals directly with land use planning? 


Transportation is not a good thing. The less you have to do, the better you are. 
Therefore locate close together the places that people need to go. Don't have 
industrial uses scattered all over. 


Legal growth controls won't happen here. 


We need to look at zoning, long-term expectations. | don’t know if we can really 
do it, given our ability to control land use. If something good comes from this, it 
should take a very long 

look — say a 50-year term. 


Creating park-and-ride lots for RTA doesn’t reduce the number of driving trips. 
There are just as many [automobile] cold starts, so the environmental benefit 
may be negligible. 


The park system should be considered in your study, as should all those villages 
and agricultural land: they are very vulnerable. 


I’m a supporter of rail, but | can’t help wondering sometimes whether getting a 
rail system in place could make it even easier for people to move even farther 
out. It’s their driving time that they’re worried about. 


Make sure that study is as inclusive as possible — take many things into 
consideration. This may only further development of Bedford Heights and our 
farmlands. 


Do we want this to be an exclusively auto-oriented corridor? It is totally auto- 
dominated now, and what’s needed is a long-term horizon. Residential and 
commercial developments are all low-density. We must create high-density 
nodes along rail corridors. 


There are certain big centers where we need good access: Chagrin and 
Rockside, I-271 and Chagrin — they are all important. We ought to stop thinking 
too competitively. It’s the same with Akron — big centers should be 
strengthened and reinforced where we've already made major investments. 
Then the spread should be controlled. We should grow and expand in a rational, 
orderly manner, with ‘good,’ aesthetic development around existing centers. 
Creating new business centers is counterproductive and wasteful. 
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We haven't paid attention to the region most vulnerable to poor development — 
Northern Summit. | don’t know how the study can address decent planning for 
that zone — Cuyahoga border, south to Cuyahoga Falls. 


This study will have been worth the expense if we end up with visible 
improvements: something substantially different over what we currently have 
that will be visible to the average citizen, like a new type of walkable industrial 
park. If you had transit-oriented industrial parks, you could do higher-density 
development with good connecting systems radiating out to individual companies 
from a central transit stop. 


JOBS, DRIVERS 'SCATTERED LIKE SNOWFLAKES' 


The fact of profound change in the region's development 
patterns was a universal theme of the interviews. Stakeholders 
spoke at length about how they view the out-migration of 
employment centers from cities to suburbs, and how they view 
the need for new transportation strategies to respond. 





Summary of Comments 


We are envisioning transportation systems to suit lifestyles of 20 years ago — 
jobs in the center city, people living in the suburbs. Society is changing so 
rapidly, I’m afraid we're planning for the past. 


Just in Cuyahoga County, our transportation systems don’t allow people to get to 
seven or eight employment centers. Figure out where employment centers are: 
except in maybe downtown Cleveland and Akron, each employment center has 
employers looking for workers. We need to get people who need jobs to those 
centers. 


| am skeptical of transportation solutions. Jobs in this region are scattered like 
snowflakes. The barriers are in training, and have very little to do with 
transportation. If you extend the Blue Line, Chagrin Highlands at the other end 
may create the kind of reverse commute that brings poor people to jobs. But for 
the most part, reverse commute doesn't make sense. 


| don’t know why anyone lives south of Cleveland. | would commit murder if | 
had to drive it everyday. We must provide some way for people who live south of 
here to get easily to Cleveland. Other jobs centers are being created. Business 
comes to where people don't bitch about travel hassles. 


One of the issues for the study should be getting people to job sites now being 
created in Twinsburg, etc. 
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"People 
commute to 
Cleveland from 
Stark County 
because they 
can live here 
cheaper. 

A $300,000 
house here is 
$600,000 
in Brecksville 
or Medina." 


Stark County resident 





The county has people in a solid bank of middle class suburbs that need to get to 
work. It used to be that you lived in Parma, worked at General Motors, lived in 
Brook Park, worked at Ford, lived in East Cleveland and worked at the 
Collinwood Yards. Now those places arent’ all there is. 


About 85% of the working public in Stow work outside the city and 60% of these 
work north of Stow. 


I'm interested in getting good passenger travel that has a shuttle link to the 
Akron-Canton airport. There are very cheap airfares from there. 


The issue is not only about the "reverse commute" from center city. People are 
also living in the suburbs and they want great flexibility. 


We already know that people live out here in Macedonia, Kent, Twinsburg — 
God knows why — but people are going to continue to move. So the employees 
are already out there. 


There are a lot of commuters from Canton to Cleveland and Akron, but the 
question is whether transit can get people close enough to their jobsites to make 
them stop driving. 


Moving freight is an issue in the corridor. We want to see Canton develop 
industrially, heavy industry, with lots of employees —50,000 in manufacturing. 
Navarre has good intermodal facility, but it’s not used — it’s on the wrong side of 
I- 77. 


People are moving to Ravenna, Kent, Portage County. The reality is we've got to 
get people to where the jobs are. 


It's been an issue in the past that GCRTA doesn‘ serve suburban businesses 
where people in the RTA service area work. 


Suburban employers are looking for workers in the northern part of Stark County, 
near the Canton-Akron airport. 


There’s lots of commuting from Akron to Cleveland. Route 303 is break point 
south and north. I’m not sure about ridership. Work commuting is what’s 
relevant to rail, for this study. Non-work trips are maybe only 15 %, which is icing 
on the cake. 


Stark County ridership will more likely be entertainment-related rail. Commuters 
to Cleveland are white collar, upwardly mobile, with five- to six-figure jobs. 
These people are not potential bus riders. 


You have to be a little adventurous to get from point A to B. | go the back routes 
and find scenic ways to get to Cleveland. It takes me 45 minutes to get from 
Stow to the Indians game. 


Lots of people are interested in excursions: they're fun, once in a while. 
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People will be using transportation to Cleveland and to the Akron-Canton airport. 


There are plenty of Kent [State University] bus system riders from Kent to both 
Cleveland and Akron all week long. The bus trips are scheduled for the School 
of Nursing, but other students can ride. The biggest days for the bus service are 
Friday-Sunday. 


From Canton to Cleveland, most of these trips are for sports, entertainment, 
shopping. 


PARTA service includes, or will soon include, Sea World and Geauga Lake, 
hotels/motels, Aurora Premium Outlets in Brimfield (overflow from Streetsboro), 
Kent, Streetsboro, Aurora. 


In the northern part of Canton are a lot of people who travel every day to 
Cleveland. They live here because the cost of living is so much better. You can 
get a lot more house for the money. This is in Green, around the airport, and in 
Jackson Township. 


This study all started with the interest in passenger trains. From Hudson-Stow 
there are people traveling north. There will be a lot of increased traffic. 


We are concerned with creating new industrial jobs in Stark County. These are 
some transportation implications connected to our four neomodal centers (rail- 
truck). Four now exist: East Liverpool (barges); Mahoning; Warren; and the 
Akron-Canton Airport (80-90% of cargo travels on passenger planes). I-77 has 
good access. It’s a critical transportation route and we've got the Turnpike. SR 
30 has good access going west, but it needs an eastern connection. SR 30 
could have been improved. 


“REVERSE COMMUTE’ RAISES LAND USE, POLICY CONCERNS 


Measures to support reverse commuting and welfare-to-work get mixed 
responses, from positive endorsement to disapproval. Interviewees’ 
comments show a lack of certainty about what the actual effects of 
differing land use and transportation policies might be, and on whether 
those effects would be positive or negative. 





Summary of Comments 


Work-related trips are important. We should focus on moving 
low-income people to jobs. 


| am appalled by places like Hudson, out selling the community and $8-9-an-hour 
factory worker businesses, then can’t get workers because they don’t want 
people at those wages to live in their town. We shouldn't help solve Hudson's 
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problems. They should remain as bottlenecks. Hudson should not be giving 
enterprise zone status to its development areas. 


Welfare to Work subsidizes the companies that left the city. They're rewarding 
the companies that made bad land use and public policy decisions. People who 
do manage to make the shift will move out, making their old neighborhoods even 
weaker. 


Welfare to Work is changing the ways we look at transportation. 


People with $8-$9 an hour jobs may need transportation transfers and off-hour 
service. It makes commuting much more difficult. 


| see it as an "access to work" issue — there are other needs, but mostly it’s the 
question, "where are the jobs, where are the people?" 


We don't know what "Welfare to Work" really means. Just putting people in a 
van and taking them from Hough to Solon is too simplistic. Keeping downtown 
Cleveland and University Circle strong is a better approach. Even keeping 
Rockside strong is a better approach: there is already an established commuter 
pattern in place. 


This is just common sense: why is the CAC study talking about moving people 
from Canton to Akron to Cleveland — that is, from one high-employment area to 
another — when jobs are in the outlying areas? It makes no sense at all. 


I’m not sure that it’s a good idea to provide such easy access to Kent, Twinsburg, 
etc. Doesn't that serve to subsidize job creation out of the central cities? 


We all have political difficulties. Why support getting people to jobs outside the 
community 


I'd rather see people live in the center city, work in Hudson, and come back to 
the city. If we can link Glenville and Hudson, it strengthens Glenville. People 
don't stay in same job now; | think the figure now is seven different jobs in one’s 
life. Life used to be more limited. If we don’t get people to where jobs are, we 
don't give them the opportunities. 


People used to migrate to jobs — wanted to live in and be part of the community. 
| could argue that commuter rail and higher speed service could attract riders. If 
you continue to attract people, does it do the opposite of what you wanted? If 
driving time is what drives people’s decisions, people may think, "Now | can live 
out even farther!" 


There’s a balance in all this — the inner city black kid. We can stop giving 
incentives to develop these jobs. We should give five times the incentives in 
downtown Cleveland as we do outside the city. It’s a bad business decision for 
our society to keep investing in infrastructure — to keep moving people farther 
out. 
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Clevelanders shouldn't worry much about people moving out to the suburbs. 
People can live 30 miles away from their work, but if they work in Cleveland, the 
city gets the taxes. That’s what | want Cleveland to get: those people’s wallets 
and their taxes. 


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT A GOAL, BUT WHERE? 


Some interviewees said the study’s product - a final “preferred 
investment strategy” — should emphasize revitalizing center cities. They 
focused on how express bus or rail could aid development goals in the 
central cities of Akron, Canton and Cleveland. 


Other stakeholders offered comments on the region’s expanding, 
scattered job markets and on the suburbanization of its economic 
centers. Some took the opportunity to share their theories about how 
the region should be conceiving its economic development and land use 
policies to meet rapidly changing circumstances. 





Summary of Comments 


The whole thought process has to do with what we’re trying to do with our urban 
cities: reinforce the city community and strengthen center cores / hubs. The 
point of not having too many stations or stops is not to move people out. There 
could be two stops in Cuyahoga County, two in Akron. 


Look at Euclid & the E. 55tth St. corridor as a key nexus in Cleveland. This could 
be a Transit Center at the northern end of a reverse commute. The most 
important thing here will be the modeling. 


A 55th St. station in the City of Cleveland would be midway between two major 
employment centers, becoming a social service center. The site is most 
accessible to Interstates 90, 490, 77, 71. Connections here also include the 
Norfolk Southern line to Lakewood - Bay Village. Premier Industries and other 
distribution centers are located near here. It’s a good place to locate daycare, 
health care, social services. 


We have a development site in Canton in the block bounded by Tuscawaras, 
Cherry, Savannah and 3rd Street — a bus transfer facility. We've developed an 
economic development plan for a social service area with over a dozen social 
service agencies. We have built four new buildings. 


Consider an intermodal hub at Quaker Square in downtown Akron (maybe not 
including Greyhound). 
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Canton is declining further and further, People shop at Belden Village or Canton 
Center Mall. The last drugstore may have closed downtown. Meanwhile, 
Massillon is very progressive, annexing the hell out of everything: they just 
announced $20 million in new development; they will announce another $30 
million soon. 


Industrial land in the southeast section of Canton doesn’t even have good access 
and egress to Route 30 (e.g. Cherry at Route 30 — you have to go through a 
neighborhood and over bridge that can’t handle it). There’s an 80-acre industrial 
park that is not marketable because there’s no access to the Interstate. 


Jobs are filtering away to urban village or mall boundaries, and citizens are 
moving around to shop — from urban villages to urban villages. 


Some people get extremely defensive on behalf of the city when they're talking 
about jobs outside the center core. This is stupid and counterproductive. Let’s 
have some disciplined thinking. A downtown strategy won't work for Canton, and 
probably not even for Akron. Cleveland has a chance, with 130,000 jobs in 
downtown and another 20-30,000 at University Circle. One regional strategy 
might be built around a destination or tourism economy. 


Look at your corridor differently — it’s not about getting poor people to the 
suburbs. It’s more radical. Think of the CAC TRANS corridor as 25 economic 
units, e.g. Westlake, Rockside, Fairlawn, Macedonia: think of these as mini 
economies, all operating for their economic well being. Instead of concentrating 
on population movement, concentrate on dense employment centers and on 
what makes them strong economies. Then develop strategies to increase 
densities instead of adding lanes to I-77 south. 


Don‘ forget City of Canton’s Football Hall of Fame: there’s a potential for 
connections between all the Halls of Fame in the region. 


Tourism — Is this [the rail alternative] a Hall of Fame Train? 


Here’s what you'll hear when you talk to people in Cleveland: they'll say the 
question is "How can we avoid spending dollars on highways so that people don't 
move out?" 


The City of Clevelanad’s goal is to improve accessibility in both directions — out to 
Jobs as well as into the city to jobs. 


We should be asking, What are the long-term land use visions that we're trying to 
accomplish? We should be able to answer that question and reflect everything 
off that. For instance, take open space and recreation building out from the 
Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area — a green space working group is 
starting because this will be part of this region’s economic competitiveness. 
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MOVEMENT OF GOODS CRITICAL TO REGION’S ECONOMIC HEALTH 


Business leaders see roads and airports as part of one large logistics system, 
helping area businesses thrive in the global, just-in-time business competition. 


Shippers’ access to the Akron-Canton airport is not seen as a problem now, but 
could be in the future. Most stakeholders urge thinking ahead and one suggests 
investigating freight movement systems that put less burden on the highways. 





Summary of Comments 


If this study starts to ask questions about logistics and the needs of shippers and 
the businesses that are so important to the economy, I'll say it’s a miracle. All of 
these studies are carried out with a total focus on commuters and passenger rail. 
They usually ignore the whole issue of the movement of goods in and through 
the region. 


The Northeast Ohio region has deep water, river, air, highways. Main highway 
systems are here, and so are rail infrastructure, the 5th largest river port (in 
Columbiana County), and access to South America. There are 250 trucking 
companies in Summit County. Within 8 hours they can reach 60% of American 
markets, 40% of Canadian Markets. All of this soeaks to how important it is that 
we have transportation systems that allow those goods to get to those markets 
quickly. 


The CAC TRANS study should consider how to look at this corridor for freight 
movement. Within 500 miles of northeast Ohio is 60% of the purchasing power in 
the U.S., so time requirements to get there become a crucial issue. Highway 
delays mean lost money for the region. There is massive shipping of goods 
through the corridor. Large manufacturers are turning logistics over to third 
parties who specialize in the movement of goods. 


There is a lot of interplay among all these issues — movement of goods, 
commuter rail, trucking, movement of cargo by rail and by air, the capacities of 
highways, the characteristics of the region’s airports, and the regional impacts of 
decisions about any of these. 


I'd rather look at highway needs for trucking and logistics and look at other 
alternatives for people travel. 


The air freight business is huge and may be the fastest-growing piece in the 
goods movement arena. There are 40 or 50 air freight forwarders just in the 
Middleburg Heights area. Because of the global economy, 90% of the air cargo 
now leaves this area by truck, going to Chicago or other international airports that 
can handle wide-bodied planes. Cleveland Hopkins doesn’t handle these planes 
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now, but as it gets more international flights, we will get more truck traffic directly 
to Hopkins. 


There will be increased movement of goods by rail. We're getting two new 
intermodal stations, one in Collinwood and another coming in Maple Heights. 
You will see dramatic increases in truck traffic to these areas, because trucks 
wont need to go to Chicago to get on trains bound for the West Coast, Houston, 
Miami, Jacksonville. They will go straight from these intermodal hubs to their 
destinations. 


As we look at the regional importance of movement of goods, you can see the 
impacts this has on transportation systems. More freight in trucks means more 
impact on highway capacity. And more freight on rail means that it becomes 
more difficult to share rail lines for freight and passenger service. 


People haven't thought about these things for 50 years, and it’s time that we take 
advantage of regional studies such as this one. The [Greater Cleveland] Growth 
Association and NOACA now have a joint “Regional Logistics Committee” to try 
to address these issues. 


Most of the thinking about this corridor has been about passenger rail service. 
But the | -77 corridor has the potential to be even more important for its ability to 
link into the service region. Most job growth in Ohio takes place in Akron-Canton 
corridor. In 1989-1995 Summit, Medina, and Portage Counties had 17% of the 
population and 37% of the job growth. 


NEOTEC stands for Northeast Ohio Trade and Economic Consortium. One of 
the major economic concerns to the area is this: how can we do we do global, 
just-in-time service for the region without also looking at shipping? Some of the 
groups we deal with want to form a shippers or logistics council in northeast Ohio 
that will be able to impact policies promoted by AMATS, NOACA, etc. 


Some people are starting to think that if we’re talking about adding lanes to the 
major interstates, especially I-71 south of I-76, maybe we should be adding lanes 
specifically for trucks. Truck traffic is a tremendous cost to us. I’ve watched120 
railroad cars go past me. Freight rail is still preferred to truck freight, but there 
are still problems of integrated systems. People should look at the Aramis 
System in Paris —a computerized system of pods that a train picks up. The 
system is computerized, and would have been quiet, non-polluting, and 
economical to operate, though not cheap to build. 


Trucks are quicker and more expensive. Water is less expensive for bulk items: 
stone and steel going up the river. You need a very high-value product to justify 
airfreight. Rail can increase capacity without adding lanes, e.g. Lordstown GM 
plant, where some product goes straight onto rail. The rule of the day is the new 
just-in-time delivery systems. 


Even mid-sized companies are doing a lot of exporting. To make our area 
resistant to the kinds of things that happened in 1970's and 80’s when we were 
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so dependent on auto / rubber industries, area companies are taking a global 
outlook. In the 1980s and 90s, the exporting activities of the region’s companies 
took off in a major way. Our next push is Mexico, then South America (e.g. 
Goodyear has factories in Brazil). Northeast Ohio has the most manufacturing 
exporting companies in the country. Transportation is already good — we have 
river ports at Wellsville and East Liverpool — but we need good road systems to 
get there. 


It’s not very likely that shippers would use rail instead of trucks for freight, though 
the fact that all these trucks are using the corridor may make rail more desirable 
for freight. Because of our excellent highway network and proximity to 
distribution, we are so dependent on trucks that we have major educational work 
to get people to use trains. 


On using rail for freight, there’s a problem with Navarre: the Wheeling and Lake 
Erie (W&LE) is a second-class railroad. You still have to wait in a yard to get 
onto first class. 


Now the containerized / truckload stuff for Europe goes via Detroit or Baltimore, 
or sometimes to Philadelphia. Most of the non-containerized stuff goes in 
passenger planes. What we need is a good cargo airport. Jumbo jets can’t land 
at Hopkins Airport. 


Akron-Canton Airport is an important community development tool and a great 
airport. It’s fairly easy now to get there; only one intersection is a problem. This 
is not an issue now. 


What makes sense is to make the best possible use of existing facilities. Jumbo 
jets can already come to Mansfield and Youngstown — they have long runways 
because they are old air force bases. Smaller jets can come to Akron-Canton, as 
part of a regional system that doesn’t take anything away from Cleveland 
Hopkins (the non-containerized things could still go there). If we wait another 10 
years, we'll be hopelessly behind. Nobody's going to make a major change to 
the importance of Cleveland Hopkins. The international flights — the wide-bodied 
jets — are where the growth is. Also there’s rapid growth in the shipping of small- 
parcels. FedEx and UPS are expanding their storage capacity there. 


An important related issue is how to use airports in the region better. Akron- 
Canton Airport is a resource that should be used. | can see Akron-Canton with 2 
runways, maybe a third, of equal length. | can also see Akron-Canton as an 
alternative site for an airport. Contrast Cleveland Hopkins with the Dallas-Ft. 
Worth area and how the region's airports can serve the region’s interests. Here, 
the business community understands; the City of Cleveland doesn’t. The study 
should consider what’s on the regional agenda: the issue of how airports should 
be able to grow with minimum cost. 


Airports may or may not play a bigger role. It makes sense to connect Cleveland 
to the Akron-Canton area, and I'd think the economic models would show this. 
Why not move some components out, put interregional traffic there, or freight? 
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Take into account how good connections can be made in this corridor to the 
airports. We're interested in how to use the Akron-Canton Airport better. 


We've seen BP move out of Cleveland because of difficulties with executive 
travel. The airport has become a critical issue. 


COST/BENEFIT BALANCE IS KEY IN CHOOSING ALTERNATIVES 


Funding needs and sources were of major concern to stake-holders, 
particularly for rail options, but interviewees also say they want to 
balance costs against a full range of benefits. 


They are interested in the growth and development implications of 
transportation choices. A preponderance of comments suggests that 
interviewees are opposed to unlimited sprawl. They appear to value the 
redevelopment of existing built communities, and favor new development 
that is concentrated, nodal, and transit-oriented. 


Specific concerns were voiced about the relationships of transportation 
and development choices to quality of life, community-building and 
neighborhood health and stability. Neighborhood disruption, 
environmental justice and even-handed distribution of costs and benefits 
were raised, most notably (but not exclusively) in the Canton area, where 
a legacy of earlier community fragmentation from highway development 
still influences the public debate over transportation improvements. 





Summary of Comments 


Are you including economic analysis in the study? At the end of the day, that 
piece has to have some real meat to that: it will have to fully address cost vs. 
growth / benefit factors and how the recommended strategy fits into the 
economic vitality of the region. 


We are a faith-based social and economic justice group operating in Cuyahoga 
County, with a sister organization in Lorain County. Among our interests are 
policies on development, land use and fair-housing strategies. Our 
transportation research indicates that Ohio ranks 47th or 48th in terms of dollars 
allocated to public transportation. 


For me to feel the study was fair, it would need to show all of the scenarios: e.g. 
if we did no highway improvements, here is what the cost would be. 


Why not have tolls everywhere? 
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States need to look at tolls — maybe the Jennings Freeway should have been a 
toll road, 25 cents maybe. 


To make decisions about CAC TRANS, people will be most interested in cost- 
benefit: will it pay for itself? Lots of benefits may be unseen. We're almost 
beyond the point of further widening. We've already got 3 lanes. They'll want to 
be interested in — does anything feed the other way? Other financial benefits — 
how do they work for Canton? We are not sure that the commute is two-way. 


You need to show the balance of cost effectiveness. Environ-mental impacts, for 
instance: people say, | don’t favor E-check but | do favor clean air. 


Show public costs, where the dollars will come from, and how much would have 
to be paid by fees. If costs are too high, it will add to people's hesitancy to give 
up the car. Similarly, if there are not timesavings, people will not support a transit 
solution. 


Funding sources will affect decision-making. 


Part of what’s going on is finding sources of money: agencies are competing for 
same funding sources. 


We are developing a “knowledge economy” where important factors are 
education, technology, organization, and quality of life and amenities. 


What TriRail in Florida did was to fully elevate stations to avoid neighborhoods 
where they could have bulldozed a bunch of crack houses. They probably spent 
$1 million aggregate per 

mile to build. They really squandered money. 


Rail scares me because of the costs. | want highway widenings. 


Great urban spaces, public health and environmental benefits should be 
considered — we need to look at the broad view of costs and benefits. 


| know the study will look at traditional indicators — jobs, income, demographics 
— but your study should also assess whether there is a “social capital” argument. 
These are important places for community-building, places that make it easier for 
society to get together. Places to have breakfast together, bowling alleys, 
Kiwanis clubs, and places to get educated — Kent, Oberlin, etc. These are all 
very important when viewed in the economy context. 


The Washington DC subway is cheap! People will pay a fair price. 


It’s hard to recruit people into the Northeast Ohio region, but once they are here 
it’s hard to recruit them out. Akron has had all the usual problems of the 
unemployed, excess people, and excess buildings and sites. Now we are going 
after high-tech, high added-value jobs. One of the components of quality of life is 
easy circulation, so what happens in this corridor is of real importance to our 
development picture. 
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More mobility will also be helpful to universities and schools. Centers of 
excellence will serve the region instead of serving just local markets. Junior 
colleges will become more important in a high-tech, high-excellence 
environment. 


In the goal setting we're doing in Akron, we're finding out that people want bike- 
friendly and pedestrian environments in the city. They will like the idea of taking 
a train to Cleveland, which was, of course, a leader in inter-urban trolley. People 
with leisure time want not to compete with traffic. 


People in Canton are very skeptical of traffic-related "improvements." For the I- 
77 widening, it was originally announced that they would have to take a “few 
houses" — 40 or 50 — one southbound off ramp would take houses plus 40 or 
50 feet for things like retaining walls. Now we're down to five or six houses and 
seven businesses in four structures. 


Traffic would be a lot worse without Rte. 30, but Canton also suffered from it. 
When Rte. 30 was built, it cut a swath through the city — 500-600 houses per 
section. The other side became isolated, and it hurt the stability of 
neighborhoods. A lot of attitudes developed then are still felt in Canton. 


In Los Angeles, in the past year or so, their RTA was taken to court because they 
were extending light rail to the suburbs and neglecting the bus system. They 
won, and the RTA had to reallocate funds to upgrade. 


Is it crazy to suggest incentives for people to ride trains, like government funds 
subsidizing my ticket price, to get me hooked on the train spirit? Maybe you 
could go with a graduated subsidy — 50% the first year then gradually lower 
subsidy. Maybe subsidy isn’t the only way. e.g. freebies — companies to give 
discount tickets, restaurant discounts — get people to consider changing habits. 
These are out-of-the-box things. 


| believe Portage County will support rail unless it’s too grandiose. 


This is confusing. We're already pursuing the Scenic Railroad, why two? When 
it comes down to where money goes, won't they be competing? 


| like idea of commuter rail — it’s a cool thing, but | also know it’s outrageously 
expensive. People get feeling of newness and excitement from rail. But we 
should do what will really work — and we need to ask whether the solution must 
be so highly subsidized. 


Our thinking is that commuter rail is uneconomical now, but as development 
keeps going and technology continues to develop, it may not be uneconomical. 
Why not lay the groundwork now, so this is a viable way to move? Make 
baseline investments now so that when technology catches up (e.g. high-speed 
rail), we are placed to serve several different tyoes of markets. There are 
enough nodes — business, residential, visitor. In Cleveland-Akron-Canton, 
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there's tourism potential, while the Lorain-Cleveland market is probably just 
commuter rail. 


Rail seems an expensive alternative — huge dollars for relatively short runs. We 
don't have the densities or the wacko people that you have in Portland to make it 
work. 


Buses may make more "cost sense" than rail. 
If investment is made in rail, it is an investment made for the future. 


When we add a lane, we figure a life cycle we can measure. If we pay $5 per 
person for highways, rail may be $15 per person. Our office could help you get a 
formula for the comparable cost of highways vs. the cost of rail. 


The study should look at environmental impacts and long-range highway funding 
impacts (down the road, maybe we are paying less for transit). 


We have to look at the rate of return — we must rank alternatives. The 
environment may show very important returns. Prepare build-outs of known 
developed areas, and rate alternatives by their capacity to support density, with 
high density as a value. Perhaps they should be ranked by whether they 
provide the ability for a working family to drop a car. 


PROPONENTS SEEK WORLD-CLASS TRANSIT, RAIL 


Many thoughts were offered on the appropriateness and desirability of 
improved public transit systems for the region. Interviewees often 
cited their positive experiences with public transportation in other 
cities or nations, and expressed much interest in rail options here. 


A few took the opportunity to mention their opinions on a potential “3- 
Cc” (Cleveland-Columbus-Cincinnati) rail link, a proposal that is beyond 
the scope of the CAC TRANS study. 





Scoping the Alternatives 


Summary of Comments 


We have enough roads, congested to begin with. I’ve lived and worked in 
Europe and never had a car. Public transportation is so good: | could go 
anywhere. 
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“Even I, as a 
selfish 
highway 
person | think 
that taking 
10% of the 
people off I-77 
would be 
great. | don’t 
see any 
problem with 
rail.” 


Stark County 


resident 





All this economic development calls for new means of transportation. Right now 
they are running airport limos between Cleveland-Akron-Canton. You need 
commuter rail to play with the big boys. 


We dont have other alternatives — if | felt there were connections that would 
allow one to get where | need to go, | would get rid of my car. 


We would fight to see rail go through Canton. 


| have wrestled a lot with highways vs. public transportation. It’s hard to get 
people to ride, but we need to support public transportation: some people 
depend on it, can’t do without it. Government has a role to play in leading society 
in ways the society may not want to go. Government has community leadership 
role. How do we survive as a society when anything over 30 years old is "used?" 


The trouble is, everybody wants to drive in his own lane to the Indians game ... 
and they want it to be the left lane, at that! 


Regarding the claims of "enormous subsides for transit": any of those 
statements must be attacked, because they usually ignore the subsidies going to 
highways. 


Even I, as a selfish highway person, see that there are other modes. Even taking 
10% of the people off I-77 would be great. 
| don’t see any problem with rail. 


| don't know that adding a lane is even necessary. Rail would be better than bus. 
When | go to Baltimore-Washington, there is huge service in rail. 


If | worked in Cleveland, I'd live in the Warehouse District or the Flats and never 
need a car. 


Where everybody has their own automobile, this is not sustainable development; 
there should be a system of public transit. 


If rail is not accepted in this longer corridor, you could just run commuter rail to 
Solon and Avon. There’s plenty to do just in Cuyahoga County. 


Business and corporate people at Goodyear and other large corporations have 
broader views of rail, because they’ve experienced it in Chicago, Washington, 
Berlin, etc. 


It would be interesting to see a commuter line connecting Cleveland with Akron- 
Canton — link up all the Halls of Fame. 


METRO RTA is in the process of purchasing track from Akron to Canton. The 
Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad might also use that line to go to the Football 
Hall of Fame. 





PARSONS 


BRINCKERHOFF 


April 2002 
Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-31 





If people want to live in Canton or North Canton, they aren't people who want to 
wait for trains. But they would love being able to take the train to the ballgame. 


UPS or the US Mail might use commuter rail. 


Prior to Clevelana’s bicentennial, talks started on commuter rail. Tim Davis in 
Akron was excited, and so was the State. At the other end, Congressman Regula 
is providing money on a regular basis. There’s a lot of enthusiasm from 
community leaders. You'll see a lot of excitement from places like Walton Hills, 
Garfield Heights, Bedford and Maple Heights. 


When we first started talking about this, the Kingsbury Run Bridge (now under 
construction) was just in the planning stages. One of the thoughts was to avoid 
adding lanes to I-77. 


I'm a highway promoter who is not opposed to rail. If you have an 8:00 am 
meeting in Cleveland you have to leave at 5:30 am. | think rail will work — not 
sure about the Kent option, which is not as feasible as the straighter route, but it 
could be a later phase. Canton has a vital interest in high-speed rail — special 
rail to Cleveland-Columbus-Cincinnati, etc., but the 3-C rail route passes Canton 
by — it goes more toward the west. 


You should hold public hearings to get public support of rail. 


Past studies have focused on centers — but the places in between are where the 
action is. The Solon connection is not part of this study, but it’s an obvious center 
for rail. 


I’m a supporter of rail, but I'm guessing we have too many origins and 
destinations to make transit feasible. 


Rail ends nowhere in Canton. The rail line ends in an old amusement park, with 
very little land to develop. 


The following rail-related issues should be considered as part of the CAC study: 
Norfolk Southern intermodal facility, which would have implications for the 


Corridor; Norfolk Southern mainline to Pittsburgh and east, which affects safety, 
arterials, etc., with 30 to 42 trains a day; Commuter rail feasibility. 


The Cleveland-Columbus-Cincinnati rail corridor won't happen. 
Canton also likes the State Capital rail links. 


Columbus to Cleveland rail exploration is underway. | don’t see a lot of hope 
there. It would be nice if you could make rail a success. 
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COMMUTER RAIL ROUTES DEBATED WITH VIGOR 


One actively-debated issue addressed in the interviews was whether 
commuter rail should be introduced in the Summit County corridor — an 
Akron-Hudson-Cleveland alignment — or in Portage County — an Akron- 

Kent-Cleveland alignment. Most of the persons interviewed from 
Portage County were highly supportive of an alignment there. 


They cite a willing railroad, supportive local organizations and 
institutions, most notably Kent State University, and opportunities for 
relatively dense, transit-oriented development in their less-developed 

county. Many others interviewed said they did not oppose a Kent 
alignment, but felt that it should be considered as a second phase, after 
development of rail service through the more populous Summit County 
alignment. 





Summary of Comments 


In the Canton-Akron-Cleveland corridor are three potential rail routes. Through 
the park [Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area] — and here there are no 
people, so ridership is likely to be low. There’s CSX [This is a Norfolk Southern 
line, not CSX] through Hudson: this route has the maximum number of potential 
riders. And there’s the Wheeling & Lake Erie line [W&LE} through Kent. The 
best thing to do is go where the people are, and have good stops. 


Kent State has specialized facilities and equipment (sometimes rare in the world) 
at campuses around the region. We see an advantage to connecting educational 
facilities, and we are prepared to fund some experiments to test ridership by 
creating programs that would guarantee ridership in a particular program. 
Technology is spurring more cooperative activity. 


Traffic studies show that at Kent, volume increased greater than 13% over the 
last 10 years: 28% at the university, and within the city, 6%. Traffic is declining 
at the University of Akron. 


More students want to live on campus. As more parking is built, there is more 
demand. We’re trying to redirect access to campus: the market trend is the 
traditional campus look and feel. 


Students want to be bonded, connected. This is why we're interested in 
commuter rail. 


| think Kent is ideal: you could create nodes with walkable industrial parks and 
affordable housing. 
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Portage has potential because we do have commuter traffic plus after-hour and 
back-and-forth travel to rural areas for quality of life, tourism and athletic / 
recreational. 


Sprawl along Rte.422 is now coming down Rte.14. There is a farmland 
preservation movement. This is an educational process for the county. Public 
transportation has greater potential to leverage investment — for every $1, we 
can bring back $10-12 from the feds. 


The ability to affect future development is greater in our corridor than in the other 
corridor because we've got more undeveloped land in Portage. 


Among the things we have going for us include shared programs like the 
Cleveland Clinic-Kent State medical programs, the support of the Wheeling & 
Lake Erie; and land use impacts: opportunities for high-density, mixed use in 
Portage County. The other rail line is surrounded by low-density, residential 
uses. 


The bulk of the population, in outer rings, use alternate transportation routes to 
get to Cleveland and Canton. They‘d benefit most from commuter rail. | haven't 
been on Rte. 8 twice a year and | live in Portage County. 


The direct route through Hudson is best corridor for a rail link because I-77 is 
horrendous. The traffic situation is bad and it's growing like gangbusters. It's 
also the toughest route to implement, because of freight volume and costs. 


| am sympathetic to what the people from Kent are saying about the need for 
joint development on a rail line, but transit-oriented development is not going to 
work on a freight line, no matter what. This won't work. 


Portage County is limited on resources. We've invested in rail lines that we own, 
but that's still a limited pool of money. 


It doesn’t matter where the population is. I’m interested in where the people that 
will ride the train are, and that’s the Portage County alignment; this is where 
behavior changes are more likely to occur. 


Portage County will be paved over in 20 years as a parking lot. It 
was a cornfield in the 70s. 


Streetsboro is dying for workers, and it’s the same with Medina. Dozens of 
companies in Streetsboro are willing to pay for public transportation. Money here 
is channeled toward major cities. If we could get them from Akron to Kent, they 
can be bused to Streetsboro. 


Portage County has the market and space for development, and is well suited to 
meet MIS goals. This is where the workforce is and where reverse commute can 
happen. We have tremendous community support, unanimous. 
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Growth mitigation factors — this is a way of taking constructive measures. The 
Portage County route is an ideal place for a model of transit-oriented 
development. We can rebuild a new downtown based on a new paradigm. We 
have tremendous potential for heritage tourism, etc. and would like to restore 
traditional relationships. 


Parks and industries in Streetsboro are screaming for employees, with 3 large 
industrial parks. 


Student enrollment is growing in summer, and the University also hosts lots of 
conferences and special programs, with six to nine buses a day to Cleveland 
destinations. Now there are 10 groups here, staying in KSU dorms, all without 
home-based transportation. 


There is a lot of travel — we’re close enough but not too close, far enough but 
not too far. Students can gain experience independently, but still be close 
enough to home and support systems. There may be several hundred 
international students working at Sea World. 


Rail viability needs the possibility of behavior change, and getting people out of 
car is more likely with students. We learn this by talking with them and reading 
studies. 


This is a powerful strategic issue for KSU. We want to be on this [railroaq] line, 
participating and served by this line. There are strong empirical logical reasons 
that would show up in any study. 


My predisposition is that we should not try to accommodate everyone at the 
beginning (e.g. going to Portage County). The drivers for feasibility are going to 
be speed, ease, and marketing done correctly. It's hard to believe that Kent 
State will be a driver. 


TIME, COST, CONVENIENCE AFFECT RAIL FEASIBILITY 


While respondents expressed enthusiasm for transit, they also showed 
considerable skepticism about the feasibility of commuter rail. They 
cited loss of convenience and expenditures in cost and time among the 
reasons consumers would not support rail. They noted that continued 
highway improvements work against the feasibility of improved transit 
systems, and felt that land use policies would continue to make rail 
difficult to justify. Stakeholders also asked for "apples-to-apples" 
comparisons of highways vs. transit solutions. 
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Summary of Comments 


| love rail and use it as often as | can, but as | watch the amazing triumph of the 
automobile, | am hard-pressed to make the economic case for rail. 


At ODOT, we don't have a problem with whatever comes out of the study. We'd 
look at the numbers pretty carefully if the study said rail would solve all the 
problems on I-77. 


There’s been a real push toward rail. I’ve seen this "study" three to five times in 
20 years, and alternatives analyses that always come down to the killer — 
money. There was not enough and they could never justify ridership ... and back 
then, the rail lines were in better shape. METRO has put a lot of money and 
energy into rail. Nobody has an answer to "Where is the money?" 


I'll be surprised if rail link shows as truly viable, what with all the road widening 
projects. 


All of those highway improvements take the wind out of the sails of transit. The 
only way rail will work is for highways to clog. It won't succeed as long as they 
are fast, convenient and easy. 


A train can go 15 miles an hour if the existing tracks are used. We must be able 
to shorten the length of time as compared to the time it takes in a car. 


How can you use freight lines for commuter trains? If people have to wait 15 
minutes, you've lost it. 


If you were committed to rail, you'd keep I-77 & Rte. 8 congested. 


| see substantial problems in thinking that people will ride, not drive, to work. 
Public transit is not sufficient or convenient enough to think that people will ride to 
work. | have trouble using the term “sprawl” in Northeast Ohio, but the 
distribution of people just about kills commuter rail. 


We have yet to demonstrate sufficient ridership for commuter rail, 
| don't see strong demand. 


One of the criticisms | had of the original study that URS did seven or eight years 
ago: to go from Akron to Cleveland would take 70 minutes vs. 35 minutes. The 
ride would cost $36 one way. Time, cost and convenience: these are the 
factors, and the question is how to level the playing field. 


NOACA will play a big role in this MIS. There is a transit element that may be 
overly optimistic. 


What are the sensitivities that drive choices? Fuel costs, arrive time, total trip 
time, cost, and parking. 
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You could give ODOT $100 million for other projects. For rail, | don’t know where 
you'd get funding, especially operating money. Who would want to give them 
capital dollars if they won't come up with operating dollars? 


“It would 
take a real 
effort of 
character for 
me to give up 


From a management perspective, we constantly run into problems with the 
railroads. You should control the asset. What if you want to change technology? 
You can‘ do it if you don’t control the asset. What if CSX needs to change its 
own use of their line? A ground rule of the rail option should be control of the 


one of those asset: 


cars.” If we're going to have to leverage costs by sharing right-of-way, we need a 


; business model. We need to compare alternatives — benefits and risk. 
Environmental 


activist 





When we lived in Chicago, we used a car once a week. Otherwise, we walked 
and rode the train or buses. When we moved to Kent | had to buy two cars: | 
couldn’ afford it, but to get around, we had to spend the money. Now, | hate to 
admit it, but because of the habits I’ve developed, it would take a real effort of 
character for me to give up one of those cars. 


People from Akron won't spend $30 or $40 to ride to Cleveland. They are slaves 
to the train schedule, and would lose the independence their cars give them. 


CHANGES SAID VITAL TO GETTING PEOPLE ON TRANSIT 


Most people see public transit, especially buses, as second-class 
transportation, according to interviewees. They say changes in both 
reality and perception are needed before transit alternatives will be 
viewed favorably. Transit planners and providers need to make sure 

that transit systems work as systems, and consumers need new 
attitudes and behaviors. 


Across the breadth of the interviews, comments on transit solutions 
showed again that participants in the MIS planning process are 
prepared for healthy, “out-of-the-mold” thinking. 

One example is seen in the highway proponent who said, “It would be 
nice if your study could give a rail alternative that maybe shows travel 
time of 1 hour in the train vs. 45 minutes in a car. People could see how 
they might get some coffee, enjoy the ride, read the paper, and still get 
to work on time.” 
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Summary of Comments 


Mass transit in a sprawling area is difficult. You'll always have trouble showing a 
positive ridership cost/benefit. Unless there’s a dramatic oil shortage, there’s 
great resistance to charge. Low gas prices make a rail choice pretty unlikely. 


Marketing, public education is seen as essential to support for transit, especially 
rail. There seems to be a general assumption in transportation planning, that all 
the important people already are driving. Public transit is not taken seriously. It 
is seen as a second-class system. 


If CAC succeeds, it needs money. Financial support must come from counties. 
The more CAC progresses, the more it will hurt buses, which are seen as lower 
class, with minority riders. Rail is upper class, white. There’s a severe class 
system: it’s more fun to get on train — | think we should be concerned about 
how this is handled. [Note that “CAC” appears synonymous with rail.] 


| want to see a real breakdown of what we actually spend to subsidize highways. 
Then rail might not look more realistic. 


| grew up on the East Coast and see the benefits of public transportation. 


What's needed is to educate public about other ways of getting from home to 
work or to and from shopping. We need mass transit. 


People still don’t think in terms of mass transit. | know that the bus companies 
are trying to build ridership so it’s not seen as a stigma, but people just don’t 
think of it. Public transit is not the orientation in this market. 


Young people don’t know trains except Disneyland and maybe Cuyahoga Valley. 


The CAC TRANS study will be successful if we do something and quit talking 
about it. Improving so it is not gridlocked. We have to wean people away from 
autos. 


Rail is not real enough for people to have an opinion. 


We're starting from zero with public consciousness, so marketing is really going 
to be important — give people the picture of riding along, sitting with their good 
cup of coffee, reading the Wall Street Journal. 


The hard sell is rail — people have to see a real need and feel a real willingness 
to ride. Get them involved from beginning, go directly to elected officials, and try 
to get private sector and industry involved. Good travel models will be needed. 


| got to ride the tilt train to Youngstown, which was set up like an office. Public 
education is needed on the benefits of rail — on cost savings, environmental 
benefits, on the wear and tear on nerves from driving your own car, on how with 
trains set up with tabletops, you can bring your laptop and go ahead and work ... 
or you can doze. 
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A few years ago there was a demo tilt train that’s terrific for Columbus-Akron 
trips. That had workstations, etc. 


The Summit County Port Authority was created to be the holding company for 
two small pieces of rail. 


Most people are not visionary in terms of rail. They desire independence and low 
densities. 


The Shaker Rapid lines have to some moderate degree slowed the decline of 
Shaker Heights. 





We are a spoiled society. Everyone wants to park in the handicapped space. 


We assume rapid and unlimited mobility — we grew up in a time when that was 
not assumed, but now we want it. 


| go to Cleveland a lot, and | don't know how many times | pass a car with only 
one person in it. 


You need a system that’s timely — not a system with every-day delays. 
You need public transportation at termini to make rail really useful. 
If | were to use rail, my concern is the need for transfers. 


A complete system is needed. You don't even know if you can get a taxi at the 
other end, so people feel stranded. 


Most people don’t know how to negotiate the other end of the trip and don’t want 
to wait. | think of my destination from Canton as the ball stadium or the zoo, not 
“CLEVELAND.” 


It's possible to give someone a viable time to get work done while you're 
commuting. Rail is a lot like recycling — people finally realized that the "whole 
view" makes more sense. Then the problem is to make it more convenient — to 
have good distribution at the other end. 


In DC, | know how to use the subway. 


People's attitudes about trains will have to do with how long the trip is, how late 
connecting buses run, etc 


Moving an intermodal hub to E. 55th would require very good transfer networks 
to make this work 


People can spend 40 minutes in a car vs. 1 hour 14 minutes on transit. People 
care more about time than money. Transit people don’t understand that for 
people living in $300,000-£400,000 homes, money for gas is not an issue. What 
is an issue is how many blocks people are willing to walk in the winter. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-39 





BUS, VAN, TAXI & HIGH-TECH OPTIONS SUGGESTED 


Once they clarified that the scope of the Major Investment Study is not 
limited to rail vs. highway construction projects, interview respondents 
were quick to offer advice on a larger range of modes to be studied. 


High-occupancy vehicle lanes, express buses, taxis and new 


technologies were suggested. 





“Maybe a 
bus could be 
as nice as 
transit you 
could 
portray 
people in 


buses from 


Strongsville, 
chatting on 
their cell 
phones.” 


Mother of two 





Summary of Comments 


In California, bus lanes and high occupancy vehicle [HOV] lanes are a plus. 
Here, we have hundreds of cars with one person in each car. 


In Washington DC, HOV lanes are used for people with three or four persons per 
car. We should look at the feasibility of widening Rte. 8 from Rte. 303 northward 
to around Rte. 82 to create an express lane. Unfortunately you'd have to ramp or 
bridge every intersection to make this part of the road like an interstate. And we 
don’t even have the right-of-way to purchase for more lanes. 


This may stretch reality a tad, but how about a high-speed bus — use I-71 or I-77 
and run a trolley-lane dedicated to HOV or bus? 


HOV & intelligent vehicle options, even commuter rail should be explored. We 
have a classic 30-40 years of urban sprawl. This corridor I-77 north of I-480 is a 
choke point. 


I’m not much impressed with HOV lanes — I've been told that they don’t work. 


The CAC TRANS Study should take into consideration these transit options: 
commuter rail feasibility; bus commuter; van commuter; reverse commuter; 
transit centers; park-and-ride lots. 


From Cleveland, the best routes for commuter bus (or commuter rail) go to the 
Solon—Randall area. 


| believe federal and state governments should demonstrate what they mean by 
inter-modal. Think about public support for all forms of transportation, including 
high-speed rail to Columbus and commuter rail for shorter runs. 


Are there perimeter park-and-rides that could make the Red Line work? The 
study should look for a very convenient interface with rail and auto. 


The circulator stuff that RTA is talking about is intriguing. 


It's been done before, to set up a transit system for short hauls via taxi service. 
Options such as this should be explored. 
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Maglev [magnetic levitation] technology should be explored. It meets the need 
for speed and very little right-of-way is needed. This is starting in Baltimore and 
DC while we, the birthplace of transportation innovation, are just beginning to 
think of this. Why are we doing all this old stuff that will be going out of the 
window? In TEA-21 [federal transportation funding], isn’t there lots of money for 
demonstration projects and for research and development? We haven't basically 
improved bus since the 1930's, for example. 


[Response to direct query:] Ramp metering is not popular with John Q. Public. 
We want to protect the Interstate first. Metering effective, but it needs to be done 
corridor-wide. 


Is it faster, safer — can | get work done while | ride? Some of the same benefits 
to rail can also apply to bus — comfort and timeliness, for instance. 


You might as well forget about buses. Two to three years ago, Stark County 
passed a sales tax for SARTA. Nobody rides the buses. They bought brand 
new buses, and they are all empty. A huge bus goes from Canton to Alliance — 
empty. 


To use SARTA in this corridor, you have to increase lanes in I-77, and have 
dedicated lanes. Otherwise, the bus is still stuck in traffic. You aren't offering 
anything to anyone: the ability to read a book or relax is not attractive to that 
ridership base. They will give that up in a minute for their car. 


Look at focusing attention on I-480. Could you make an intercept point for buses 
there? e.g. at Fleet? Pershing? Morgana Run? How far out do you have to 
go? Maybe Broadway & I-480 is the closest. Could there be busways on 
Broadway? There are no natural corridors except the existing one. 


Maybe a bus could be as nice as transit [trains] — which is hardly Glamorama: 
you can portray people in buses from Strongsville, chatting on their cell phones. 


PARK & RIDE VARIATIONS OFFERED, QUESTIONS RAISED 


Interviewees suggested that the CAC alternatives include 
park-and-ride (to bus as well as to rail connections) and they proposed 
variations such as park-and-carpool. 


Some wondered how much impact such programs have. Some noted that 
because this alternative is still auto-oriented, environmental concerns 
remain and the needs of transit-dependent persons are not addressed. 
Reminders were also offered that linking bicycles with transit increases 

transit's effective area. 








PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-41 





Summary of Comments 


In the interim, we should develop park-and-ride. We should also do hub and 
spoke transit centers for the bus system, and stuff that is practical and sensible, 
as they do in New Jersey (e.g.): drug store, cleaners, Dairy Mart type stores. A 
lot of transportation planning happens in a void. Instead, we should be creating 
activity hubs with developers that can put in convenience stores. 


We have park-and-rides lots and AMATS has a van ride to Cleveland. It's pretty 
successful. 


Park-and-ride to bus are also successful (e.g. Washington DC). 


We look at all park-and-ride as transit-oriented. How about park-and-pool 
[carpool]? 


For ODOT the issue with park-and-pool is plowing: our trucks don’t do parking 
lots, and we don't want to be involved with lots. ODOT would want partnerships 
with locals to plow. 


How does park-and-ride affect volumes? We aren't seeing the percentage of 
people pulled off. Cleveland’s not that bad as congestion to other cities: the 
definition of "congestion" is local. 


| don't just want to see park-and-ride lots — you still have to use a car to get to 
the public transit. 


Some people may not want to buy a car. What do you do if you live in East 
Cleveland and you don’t want to spend $299/month on a car? We should create 
nodes where people don't have to have a car to get to work. 


Park-and-ride stops are always put where you can put a 300-car parking lot, not 
where you could conceivably walk. Also, this is a reminder to put bicycle access 
on buses and trains, please — this increases the zone of influence. 


Park-and-ride vs. alternatives that are not auto-dependent: You need to look at 
this from a social opportunity viewpoint — you don’t add choices for people who 
don't have choices if they’re still auto dependent. 


In small communities like Stow and Monroe Falls, people do use bicycles a lot. | 
drove in Ireland 14 days on the wrong side of road and there you see bicycles 
and trains constantly used as transportation. The more you do it, the more you 
learn these are safe means of transportation. 
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LOWER DEMAND & BOOST EFFICIENCY FIRST, SOME SUGGEST 


Especially among agency representatives who were interviewed, 
interest was high in the development of an "Intelligent Transportation 
System,” or ITS. Some saw it as a good companion to a rail alternative. 
Private citizens also spoke in favor of ITS and of other programs to 
increase the efficiency of existing highway facilities or transit systems, 
as well as efforts to manage demand. 





Summary of Comments 


First, over adding capacity, I'd prefer to see a plan that uses the existing 
infrastructure more efficiently: high-speed lanes and good, extensive networks at 
nodes once you get there. | would like a businessperson to be able to fathom 
taking the bus. 


Employers in Solon and hotels at the Cleveland-Hopkins airport are now 
organizing their shifts for consistency. What's making them get organized is the 
availability (or limitations) of transit. 


A true Transportation Demand Management analysis should be done as part of 
this study. The TDM analysis should not just deal with carpooling or changing 
people’s work schedules. You should ask, "If we took a billion dollars and spent 
it on purchase of development rights, assembly of brownfields, conservation 
easements, planning assistance and development, how could we reduce the 
demand on our highways?" 


Manage service demand first — bus, then rail, and then add highway capacity. 


The ITS proposal is focusing now on the central command center. Consultants 
are looking at potential sites. It will take three years to get the building done, etc. 


We are starting an initiative for ITS in our area — the selling point may be a rail 
alternative tied to |TS — if you have a reasonable-cost railroad alternative. A 
good ITS system could also help support a rail option. 


The decisions on getting an Intelligent Transportation System in place will involve 
a series of rough operational issues about how the system might be controlled, 
what ODOT's role would be vs. counties and agencies, and how to pay for it. 


It would be nice to see ITS included in the MIS. Concepts and corridors for a 
shared system have been identified. Operating costs will have to be arranged. 
We were paying NOACA $600,000 for traffic management information. But we 
ended up pulling the plug on NOACA because people don't use it for traffic 
information. People use radio and television. Now we will spend $150,000 on 
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fliers direct mailed to people in the corridor where we're about to do a job. We're 
willing to spend $600,000 for an ITS system operation that can tie into choppers, 
etc. This could help support a rail option. 


The City of Cleveland has taken position questioning whether the ITS investment 
makes sense — is it worth it financially? They'll want to see economic benefit. 


| think that Cleveland's issues and questions regarding ITS revolve around who 
controls it and how much money it might cost in the long term. 


Copenhagen has reduced its available parking by 2% every year, at the same 
time they've worked to make public transit more attractive. They promote it while 
narrowing roads and removing parking. Commuting into Copenhagen is now 1/3 
car, 1/3 transit, and 1/3 bike. 


HIGHWAY PROBLEMS NOTED, PROJECTS SUGGESTED 


Interviewees identified highway projects that they thought were needed. 
Their comments served to confirm the findings from “scoping meetings” 
that were the first step of the Major Investment Study process. They 
overwhelmingly ratified the presence of congestion problems on 
Interstate 77, 1-480, 1-271 and State Route 8. They justified the need for 
study of these major arterials and for other problem areas or potential 
congestion relievers in the corridor: I-76, 1-277, I-80, State Route 21 and 


the Jennings Freeway. 


Not included as a major focus of the MIS, but frequently mentioned in 
interviews, is US Route 30, running east-west through Canton. Route 
30’s secondary, rather than primary, role in the study is a function of 
CAC’s essential orientation toward long-distance, interregional, 
generally north-south trips. (This is not to say that US 30’s problems 
are any less real or its needs any less imperative, just that it may bea 
suitable candidate for another study.) 





Below, in several subsections, are comments collected in the interviews regarding traffic 
problems and suggested solutions. Sections below are headed by highway number and are 
subdivided into Trouble Spots and Suggested Projects / Studies. A “Miscellaneous Locations" 
section follows, and General Observations close the report. 
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Summary of Comments 


I-77 __ Trouble Spots 
I-77 is a two-way parking lot from Akron to Canton. 


I-77 is the biggest problem. From Canton to Cleveland it’s a two-hour trip 
between 7 and 9 a.m. Other times, the trip takes an hour and a half. 


The I-77 bottlenecks seem to occur when people are getting off 
I-77 onto those one-lane ramps. 


The I-30 / 1-77 interchange to the Akron-Canton Airport. The biggest problem is 
not the number of lanes — it’s ridiculously, stupidly designed with no merging 
spaces. 


I-77 during peak hours. It is worse in bad weather. 


Northbound of I-77 onto Portage — Most traffic goes west. Traffic merges into 
one lane, but they neglect to tell you that the left lane is left-turn only. The light 
isnt regulated. This is a nightmare at 5 p.m., both north and southbound — 
people are scared to death to merge. You have to be in the left lane to have 
continuous flow. 


I-77 has the worst accidents and highest congestion. People find themselves just 
having to stop on it. ODOT always wants to widen lanes, which just brings more 
traffic to areas where we can't widen. 


Akron Central Interchange to Ghent Road, where it goes from 3 lanes to 2. 
I-77 north of Akron from 82 North. 


No merge lanes at 7 exits — Tuscawaras, 13th Street, Fulton, Route 62, 
Portage, Belden Village, Downtown Canton to Portage. 


There is another problem on I-77, from I-490 to I-480, that wasn’t solved by the 
Jennings Freeway because people get stuck at the north end. Will you be doing 
levels of service ratings as part of the MIS? Will you be doing traffic modeling? 


I-77 & SR 18. In the Montrose area there is a lot of commercial development. 
Summit County has a project to address this on I-77, east to the Clevelana- 
Massillon Road. There is a lot of development in Copley scheduled for 2001. 
The work is mostly on SR 18, with just a little on Cleveland-Massillon north and 
south. 


I-77 from Akron Central Interchange to Montrose area (SR 18.) 


The Belden Village exit (cross over I-77 to Everhard Road) 
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Stark Development Board has been involved in the widening of 

I-77. As we talk with people located in Jackson and Lake Township they see 
bottlenecks around the airport. In the morning and evening, traffic stops and 
there are back-ups for miles. 


I-77 Current or Suggested Projects / Studies 
| support the widening of the I-77 corridor. We need 6 lanes. 
The upgrade of I-77 is already occurring — this is helpful. 


I-77 is at a stage where widening is imminent on the drawing board. That system 
is greater than 30 years old and needs many improvements. 


ODOT’s plan I-77 north of |-480 — 6 lanes. We'll do separate bridge projects to 
blow out the bridges. We will never have better than 6 lanes: we're maxed out 
on capacity. To add a lane would cost a fortune. 


I-77 needs improvement. We have people who have elected to expand 
businesses outside the corridor. 


There should be a lane added on I-77 from Miller Rd to Rockside Rd. [Drawing 
submitted] 


You need to solve the problem of I-77 north of I-480. There is not enough room 
to keep adding lanes. The costs are substantial for the Newburgh & South Shore 
RR bridges. 


Should we improve I-77? Hell yes! | need that road to develop more 
businesses. Do we also need alternatives to widening the roads? YES! 


There’s such an attitude that I-77 be widened in areas where it's so hard to 
widen. It’s curious that the immediate solution is often to add lanes, when it’s 
such a difficult and expensive proposition. Bad areas are north of Rte. 21 to I-90 
and the bottleneck south of Pleasant Valley. Why is adding lanes infeasible or 
impossible? Because there’s no median, and because of the presence of 
structures or established land uses that are built up adjacent to the right-of-way. 


I-77 over Kingsbury Run 3 lane bridge is now being constructed in each direction, 
with a plan to eventually add 3 lanes over the last segment (1-490). 


I-77 may require a barrier. 


RR bridges on I-77 north of |-480 — you can‘ justify the cost of rebuilding 
bridges just to add to the berm 


It’s no secret that I-77 is a corridor where we’ve been looking at adding lanes 
south of Pleasant Valley because of volumes and development there. ODOT 
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held back on plan preparation because of this study. Personally, our gut feeling 
is that an added lane on I-77 will be needed. Rail, HOV, etc. won't pull that 
many people off the roads. 


The Akron-Canton Airport is an important community development tool and a 
great airport. It’s fairly easy now to get there. Only one intersection is a problem. 
This is not an issue now. 


We're doing improvements — Arlington Road north of I-77. (funded) In the 
future, depending on usage at airport, may be need for improvements near 
airport. (Not a problem now.) 


NOACA did some study of bottlenecking at drop lanes, but the study was not 
long enough (physical length). We're looking at low-cost items. (e.g. minor 
bridge modifications. We want to stay constrained: don’t spend $100 million for 
1 interchange). 


Cuyahoga County is working with ODOT on widening along Rockside and slight 
changes to ramps at I-77 (for storage) (This is an active project that impacts the 
arterial.) 


The study should notice the absence of green in the corridor. 

| have employees working in downtown Cleveland who live in Medina and in 
northern Summit County. This is the mobility perspective — people will move out 
of the city. We can’ prevent that from happening. However, we can reduce the 
hassle factor — make it easier and more pleasant to get to downtown jobs, 
improve accessibility, make the trip beautiful, make it a scenic byway. Consider 
this: Why does the Merrit Parkway work? The CAC Corridor could become a 
pattern of imagination & imagineering. Extend the Gateway concept out so that it 
will also extend development. Put in two rows of trees — cooler, calmer, paint 
bridges and deal with billboards. I-77 north of I-480 would benefit from the 
redefinition of right-of-way landscaping. 


I-77/1-90 South to East 30th. An auxiliary lane was studied and approved and will 
improve traffic entering I-77 south. Generators are E. 9th, E.14th and Ontario 
with 2 entrance ramps merging as 1 lane. Traffic counts are 1500 on each ramp. 
We want to bring each ramp on as a separate lane to provide protected entry, 
widen and redeck bridges. This isn’t to be justified as part of MIS: it’s not funded 
yet, but is fundable under future District programs. 


SR8_ Trouble Spots 
On the northern part of SR 8 (from 303 north) there are slowdowns. 


On SR 8, Cuyahoga Falls to Akron Central Interchange, the 
ramps are too close together. 
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Summit County’s major concern is SR 8 from SR 303 to I-271._ On your map, 
you show it as a major highway — it’s not, but it should be limited access. This is 
a deficient highway segment. Rail becomes part of the solution. There are 
35,000-45,000 cars now running that segment, which is functioning at level “F” 
now. It’s serving a major industrial section and is growing. Goods movement is 
growing. Rail traffic [freight] will also increase. 


SR 8, SR 3083 to I-271 


We in Portage seldom use SR 8 to get to Cleveland. It is an obstacle to transit. It 
is the straightest but not the quickest way to get to Cuyahoga Falls and Silver 
Lake. 


SR 91 (the old SR 8). The oldest corridor could be relieved if the SR 8 work goes 
ahead. This is the worst arterial in the county. It will be beneficial if this is 
recommended. 


Silver Lake — The Highway Department built sound-walls on the wrong side of 
the rail. 


SR 8 _ Current or Suggested Projects / Studies 


There is a need for improvements of the ramps on SR 8, just north of I-77 (this is 
under design now). The I-76/l-77 interconnect has similar ramping problems. 


AMATS and the City of Akron are looking to do another interchange in the 
Hudson-Stow area (Season’s Rd.) for industrial expansion — will also want tie 
into rail. 


What is the status on planning and design of Rte 8 improvements? All we have 
is $1million (County and AMATS) to go to environmental. We've eliminated the 
eastern and western alignments (eastern because of wetlands concerns, western 
because acquisitions would be cost prohibitive, and would have impacts on the 
existing community that would be publicly unacceptable... This amount will cover 
preliminary planning. We've submitted ($65-$100 million) to TRAC. It’s on tier 2. 
We want miscellaneous funding through planning to journalize the right-of-way 
and begin R.O.W. purchase. Also, the Highland Road project is being done and 
will help the situation. 


People just want to know when will you widen SR 8? 


| expect a lot of improvement in the Rte. 8 area as a rail corridor — major 
increases in movement of goods. Rte. 82 is one of few 

grade-separated crossings. There’s another at Rte. 303. No grade separations, 
people will switch to Rte. 82 or Rte. 303 to get through. 


I'm not necessarily suggesting that you shouldn't widen SR 8. That's OK, but it 
does nothing for Portage County to get to Akron or Cleveland. | think that we are 
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half of the market. The southern half shops at Summit Mall. The southwest 
corner of Portage shops at Chapel Hill. The northwest corner shops in 
Beachwood at La Place, Solon, Twinsburg, and the northeast shops in Alliance 
and Warren. 


1-480 / 1-271 Trouble Spots 


|-480 ramps to I-77 southbound merge with Rockside exit ramps. Then the 
Rockside southbound merges into I-77. These merge conditions are a problem, 
especially during evening rush hours, 4 to 6 p.m. There was an ada-lane study 
from Wallings Road north to Rockside road along I-77 earlier this decade, but it 
was not approved by NOACA. The project is now in limbo, waiting for the results 
of the CAC MIS. 


There is recurring congestion on I-480 ramps westbound to head northbound or 
southbound on I-77. 


There’s the noted |-271 bottleneck between Rockside Road ramp to I-480 and 
the County line where I-480 joins I-271. 


1-480 / 1-271 Suggested Projects / Studies 


Even though | know it’s not officially part of your study, it would be hard to look at 
problems in the I-271/ |-480 area and not think about what happens if the Blue 
Line is extended west. This will help alleviate problems in the Chagrin Boulevard 
corridor. 


Look at a diagonal from I-480 that might pull people off the major, congested 
highways. This should be understood: lots of people on the roads are going to 
Solon. People are working in the I-271 area and also in Chagrin Highlands. The 
other piece you have at I-271 and the Blue Line (extended) is the community 
college. 


A transportation hub should be at Cuyahoga Community College to provide 
access to the school. You should think about linking community colleges to their 
communities and think about education as part of transportation hubs. 


!-480 traffic will stay in outer lanes. Just where Broadway-Forbes 
merge to existing 3 lanes to make 4 lanes. Broadway to Rockside — 4 lanes 
become 2 and 2 to eliminate merge problems. 


There’s a new interchange proposal off I|-480 at Rockside (new interchange off I- 
480). Haven't had traffic run for it. Won't change traffic on I-77 south of 
Rockside area, which has 26,000 employees — projected to a future 40,000 
employees. 
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|-480 under Broadway interchange ramp bridge: need another lane each way 
and operational changes to accept the lane. Low cost. 


Assume |-271 south of Cuyahoga county line has added lanes (3 lanes). Median 
will be used to create a short expressway lane, 2 lanes each direction. 


In the future, the leg of I-271 between Rte. 8 and I-480 (now 4 lanes) will 
probably need to become 6 lanes. 


Miscellaneous Locations: Trouble Spots & Suggested Projects / Studies 


There are backups on Rte. 8 from the Turnpike bridge. The average daily trip 
north of the turnpike is 35,000 to 36,000. South of the Turnpike the average daily 
trip is 45,000. 


SR 162 & Cleveland-Massillon Road: we need to widen Cleveland-Massillon 
Road to 3 lanes, with improved turning movements. 


US 30 is a priority. We need good access, especially to Pittsburgh. It is now 4 
lanes. On the other side of Canton it becomes 2 lanes. It is a mess all the way 
across. | think improving this is a goal of ODOT. 


There’s a TRAC request for an added (5th) lane on Rte. 8 north of Southgate 
(approx. I-480 to Rockside). This project would not be ready in a 3-year timeline. 


The US Route 224 feed, east of I-77 to Canton Road, is an absolute nightmare (6 
lanes narrow to 2 lanes). 


In Macedonia, there’s a railroad bridge bottleneck at SR 82. 


On SR 82, a 2-lane railroad bridge is causing a bottleneck. This is a major east- 
west corridor. It feeds onto many other major highways. 


It would be nice to get from I-77 to SR 21 north of Canton. East-west travel is 
difficult. SR 241 is a nightmare. 


There are SR 21 improvements now being built, with added lanes & center turn 
lanes at our intermodal facility in Navarre. 


Downtown Cleveland, !-90 (this is pretty much a stand-alone improvement). 
Jennings Freeway chokes into 1 lane going back to 71. There’s a bottleneck 
here. I-71 becomes I-90 when it crosses I-490. What's needed is an extra lane 
going across the valley all the way to Ontario or 9th (will be drop lane in future). 
That 4-lane bridge is greatly overloaded. About 6 bridges from E. 22nd to |-490 
need re-decking. We need to maintain 3 lanes out of 4 when we do re-decking. 
The preliminary engineering study is anticipated to start about 6 months from 
now. It will take 18 months to complete. 
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The Stark Development Board wants a connection from SR 62 to I-76/I-80 along 
SR 45. On SR 62, we're not necessarily talking about adding capacity. It’s more 
a case of improving existing roadways, getting wider lanes (e.g. 8 to 12 feet) and 
a better turning radius. 


One congestion spot is where the Wheeling & Lake Erie Railroad crosses Conrail 
in the middle of Canton. (A decrease in rail traffic is anticipated: 19 to 4 trains a 
day.) 


Canton does not benefit from projects that look at adding interstate east — 
because we are the end of the line (SR 30, from I-71 to Wooster ends in Canton, 
it was never extended going east). 


General Observations 


| travel elsewhere, and | can tell you that Ohio has lousy roads. Even 3 more 
lanes wouldn‘t resolve transportation issues between these three communities. 


Where are the worst traffic problems? You should ask shippers — URS, 
Roadways. Where do they hate to send trucks? 


Issues that we suggest for consideration in the CAC Corridor are these: Freeway: 
1-271 from SR 8 to US 422; I-77; Bus, HOV or truck lanes; a new interchange 
with Ohio Turnpike, I-77 and SR 21. Arterial highway: SR 8 (Northfield Road) 
south of I-271; SR 8 from I-271 to County Line; SR8 from County Line to I-480; 
SR 21; also SR 14 (Broadway) and East 55th Street, both of which have 
significance for the CAC corridor. 


In an MIS, you must look at how to make existing system work better. You can 
highlight completion of Route 8, also Rte 21, I-480 to Miller Road — | would like 
to see these function better. These can carry traffic. 


We hope your study will alleviate some or our problems. We need justification 
for new and improved interchanges. 


Around 1975, there was an idea for “Route 333” on the east side of town, to 
make a north-south beltway. People were adamantly opposed because of what 
happened with SR 30. There was massive opposition. Now, Canton is doing a 
master plan that covers all of the city’s problems. It does surface again that for 
economic development reasons, there should be something like the old 333. 


[Response to direct query:] I’m not at all sure that Canton needs north-south 
roads on the east side. 


On congestion issues, | tend to think about how the roads function as a regional 
grid that supports business and the movement of goods. On the whole, we're 
better off going east-west than north-south. We have I-480, I-90, State Routes 
18, 76, 30, and 62 to some degree. All that we have going north-south are SR 
21, I-71, I-77 and SR 8. However, west of this, what ties Lorain to I-71? To the 
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east, SR 43 is logical to drive to Geauga, Portage and Stark. We need to look at 
these to find some relievers for SR 8 & I-71. 


Cleveland doesn‘ have the “no brainer’ options that are present in other parts of 
the corridor 


Interview notes & report prepared by Genevieve H. Ray / Urban Conservation & Design, Public Involvement Task 
Manager for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study, October 1999. 


7.2 Public Meetings — First Round 


About 70 stakeholders in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland travel corridor attended public meetings, 
held in September 1999, designed to introduce local citizens to the CAC Major Investment 
Study. Six meetings were held over a period of three days to invite citizens’ comment and 
encourage their continued participation in the study. 


Attendance was not as strong as might be expected after good advance news coverage anda 
mailing of 900 postcard invitations to potential attendees. Mailings went to persons from the 
corridor who had attended NEORail Study meetings in 1998 and to invitation lists provided by 
CAC TRANS Coordinating Committee members. Attendance seemed to bear no strong relation 
to the quantity or quality of advance coverage from news media, which included advance stories 
by several newspapers and radio stations in the corridor and (in the Canton area) full-page, 
color, illustrated story on the study in The Repository. 


Nonetheless, as meeting notes below demonstrate, attendees were eager to satisfy their 
curiosity about the study and to share their opinions about what the travel-related problems in 
the corridor are and how they should be addressed. They were lively, engaged, thoughtful, and 
sometimes passionate, and their observations will enrich the course of the Major Investment 
Study. 


7.2.1. Meeting Schedule and Format 
Three noon-hour meetings were held: 
" Tuesday, September 21, Downtown Cleveland (NOACA offices) 8 attendees, 


including 4 NOACA staff (this and all counts below do not include CAC TRANS 
consultants, staff or Coordinating Committee representatives) 


e Wednesday, September 22, Downtown Canton (SCATS offices) 
11 attendees, including 3 SCATS staff 


«" Thursday, September 23, Downtown Akron (Morley Health Center) 
8 attendees 


Three evening meetings were held: 


» Tuesday, September 21, North Corridor (Brecksville Public Library) 
13 attendees 


« Wednesday, September 22, South Corridor (Stark State College of Technology) 6 
attendees 
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« Thursday, September 23, Mid Corridor (Stow-Munroe Falls Public Library) 
17 attendees 


All meetings were informal, low-key and designed to allow people to move at their own pace. 
Display boards were set up around the room to sketch three main topics: 


« Basic information about the study’s purpose and sponsors 
« Key issues and problems to be addressed in the study 
« The multi-modal nature of possible solutions 


The first period of each meeting consisted of informal viewing of the displays. It was followed 
with brief welcome and introductory comments from one or two members of the CAC 
Coordinating Committee. 


A brief presentation, lasting perhaps eight minutes, followed. The presentation was made by 
PB deputy project manager at the Canton meetings and project manager Phil Pasterak at all 
others. These presenters essentially walked people through the highlights of what is presented 
on display boards, and opened the meeting for participants’ comments. 


The entire remainder of the meeting — at least 45 minutes in all cases — was devoted to 
attendees’ questions, opinions, concerns and suggestions. The consulting team’s public 
involvement task manager, Genevieve Ray, acted as recorder at all meetings, writing 
participants’ comments and questions on large newsprint sheets. Attendees were also urged to 
submit written comments if they so preferred (six persons did so). 


A listing of the observations made by attendees is included on the following pages, organized 
loosely under several groupings that emerged from a reading of the comments. The meeting in 
which the comment was made is shown in [brackets] at the end. They are numbered below, not 
to indicate the order in which they occurred, but rather for ease of reference. Written 
submissions are listed at the end of the report. 
7.2.2 Traffic Trouble Spots and Potential Solutions 

Comments regarding traffic problems included: 


1. The infamous Exit 12 on SR 8 — this is a mess! What is the status of studies to improve 
this? [Canton] 


Rockside at I-480 [Stark Tech] 
US 30, especially mornings from Route 800 all the way up to Portage St. It takes an hour 
for a 20-minute drive. [Stark Tech] 

4. |’m always confused, unclear about the lanes, so | avoid US 30. There’s too much 
traffic, going too fast for me to make decisions about where to drive. [Stark Tech] 


5. Where SR 30 and I-77 merge, there are two on-ramps located within an eighth-mile to a 
quarter-mile of each other. [Stark Tech] 


6. I-77 near Cleveland is a disaster area. [Canton] 
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7. lf you go the speed limit, there aren’t too many bottlenecks on SR 8 and I-480, and those 
are only one- to two-mile strips. [Stow] 


8. Wherever there are two lanes there are tie-ups. [Akron] 


9. Accidents are frequent because of the design of ramps — on-off ramps within 200 feet of 
each other. [Canton] 


10. | do NOT like speed traps! [Brecksville] 
Suggested Actions 


1. Regarding I-77 at saturation points in Canton. I’ve noted a lot of non-local traffic here. 
Just south of SR 18, where SR 21 splits off, it goes east then west. A lot of through 
traffic could take SR 21 to Clinton as another link. [map submitted] [Canton meeting] 


2. Add additional two-lanes of I-77 over I-490. I-77 is being held up all the way back to I- 
480. [Brecksville] 


3. You could put overpasses over SR 8 [Brecksville] 
SR 21 and the bypass at Massillon should be upgraded. [Canton] 


5. A lot of things done to improve highways might make major changes less necessary. 
[Stow] 


6. We’re at capacity now on SR 8. Add another lane in each direction. [Brecksville] 
7. Work south from 241 to Canton is a good idea. [Brecksville] 


On I-77 north and I-480 west — Brecksville to Solon — | am adamantly in favor of adding 
a lane, but | also favor alternatives (| suggest buses). Where 480 and 77 intersect there 
are backups. You should widen south of where it’s now wider; 4 lanes to Pleasant 
Valley, then 3 lanes. [Brecksville] 


9. Our development (Glenrich Estates) is close to SR 8. Are there structural problems that 
would prohibit widening or bridge improvements? [Stow] 


10. Short-term: Put in a lot more exit-only ramps. People can get away from the highway to 
avoid accidents, construction, etc. Just bleed traffic off. [Stow] 


11. |-176 (Jennings) parallels I-77 north of |-480. Complete this corridor. At the Denison 
ramps, continue the ramps over the freeway (this was once called the “Parma Freeway.” 
[Brecksville] 


12. How about concourses: motorized walkways to transit, as in airports? [Stow] 


13. In the interim, we should focus on improving SR 8 -- make SR 8 like an Interstate — then 
focus on |-480. We should also move ahead on acquisition of rights-of-way for future 
transportation use. [Stark Tech] 


14. Use SR 21 as a bypass in case of accidents on I-77. It’s lighter traffic, not timed very 
well. [Brecksville] 


15. Implement minimum speed regulations to reduce congestion on upgraded road 
segments [Brecksville] 
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16. | get off |-480 onto I-77 on my way home. Widen the thing! | go crazy trying to get 


7.2.3 


7.2.4 


home. 1-480 is just as bad. Trucks should stay in the right lane, and the speed limits 
should be increased. [Brecksville] 


Observations on Construction Projects 


Planning for the future is great, and it’s good to see the interest in highway 
improvements. But here’s a concern: for a project adding a third lane to two existing 
lanes, it would take eight years for a person to make up the time LOST during 
construction. We need better responses during construction to keeping the traffic 
moving. [Akron] 


This comment is directed to ODOT: thanks for the night paving! [Brecksville] 


One problem in moving traffic is that construction problems seem permanent — there is 
little evidence of progress. Do smaller sections more quickly, work at night, etc., rather 
than tearing up huge areas. [Stow] 


Arlington /I-77 northbound is horrific. They could have worked Arlington into 3 lanes 
instead of bottlenecking it into sudden two-lane sections. Night paving is a blessing, but 
they should have two crews working 20 hours a day. [Akron] 


There should be improved road surfaces to minimize road construction problems. They 
need better customer service — | keep hitting ledges in the roadway where construction 
work is going on. [Stow] 


You should always have three bridges, so that one is always open when you're repairing 
bridges. [Brecksville] 


Why is I-71 getting all the money to go from service level “B” to level “A,” while your 
display shows that here on I-77 we’ve got seven different spots at level “F” 
[Brecksville]? 


Rail and Other Alternatives to Wider Highways 


Rail Brings Strong Proponents, Plentiful Advice 


he 


There’s no way with a widened I-77 that we can handle all of the people who will come 
to Cleveland. Widening creates more problems than it solves. Rail is what | favor. 
[Cleveland] 


Seeing pictures of the jammed highways after the hurricane made me realize that we 
have a potential catastrophe in case of an emergency. It would be nice to have trains, 
too, instead of relying entirely on roads. [Stark Tech] 


I-77 has reached the saturation point. Why not just proceed with rail? We need 
alternative transportation. A train that starts in Canton will be full, if they can get to 
Cleveland in two hours, and if it’s not too costly to ride. We have the equipment and 
rails in place. This isn’t that difficult to figure out. And if SARTA ran buses to connect 
with a rail system, they might finally fill their buses. [Canton] 
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4. Widening I-71 just made more people farther out. We need a railroad or fast buses for 
the long-term. [Brecksville] 


5. Areal key to commuter rail is to provide parking. You should acquire land soon, while 
it’s still available. [Canton] 


6. Your handout shows rights-of-way for highway and commuter rail. I’m surprised to see 
light rail, too. Parallel to |-77 — say Rockside to I-480 north — this has the most potential 
for light rail. [Brecksville] 


7. Express rail service is needed, so you shouldn’t have too many parking lots — maybe 
One in Canton, one in North Canton. [Canton] 


Distribution at the receiving end of a transit system is an important factor. [Stow] 


You should look at diesel, high capacity VT628 trains used in Germany. Good for 
Cleveland-Solon and Kent-Akron. There’s not much freight here and remember that you 
can time-segregate light rail and freight. [Brecksville] 


10. “Road Rage” doesn’t come from bad behavior; it comes from frustrated drivers who 
know there’s a better way. [Akron] 


11. What did California do to get people off the highways? | take METRO to the Indians’ 
games and wonder why anyone would drive. I’d take any alternative to driving to 
Cleveland. [Akron] 


12. There are so many problems with rail — transportation to the train, then transportation at 
the other end. Links are needed to get people to their real destinations. [Akron] 


13. In Philadelphia, Washington, Chicago, everyone rides trains. Riding buses is not 
practical now because of the total travel time and the infrequency of service. If trains 
aren't practical, then we must add lanes to the highways. [Akron] 


14. Regarding light rail, the interurban was an important component of the development of 
these corridors and neighborhoods. The neighborhoods fell apart when the buses 
came. If you're really interested in this area as a region, this is an opportunity to provoke 
people into thinking ahead. [Brecksville] 


15. Why did the interurbans fail? As downtowns got more used, as cars got faster, more 
street room was needed. They failed when the travel time doubled because rail and 
auto competed for the same space. A light rail system should serve E. 9" to E. 12", 
where all the big buildings are. This could actually make commuter rail work because it 
would cut the time actually getting door-to-door, from home to work. Now the trend is 
reversing — cars are taking more time, cars are slowing. We need to look at how transit 
can increase speed. | would add this footnote: if you use the existing right-of-way, there 
will be no development. Light rail needs to have its own right-of-way, teamed with land 
for joint development. [Brecksville] 


16. If we had always had trains and someone were proposing to take them away, people 
would be in an uproar. [Akron] 


17. Access for rail via Kent makes more sense: they already have several lines and already 
have heavy freight movement. It’s a bigger system already in place. But something 
seems to be blocking this. I’m not sure what it is. [Stow] 
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18. Isn’t there a problem of where the rail would stop in Cleveland? [Stow] 


19. Whatever is decided, it’s important to get the public to use it. | believe buses are running 
at half-capacity ... you can’t even get people to carpool. People like the flexibility and 
choice and variety offered by a car. You’d need to educate people to change their 
attitudes and behavior. [Stow] 


20. Widening in this situation won’t make it better. [Canton] 


21. Everybody overseas has light rail, but not in the U.S. | would drop my car keys ina 
minute if there were rail. [Canton] 


22. It doesn’t sound like you want to do the rail. It sounds like the highway is still highest 
priority. I’m losing patience with all these studies — where are the picks and shovels? 
And buses only clog the highways more. [Canton] 


23. There’s an excellent business case for the development of rail. It’s just that the case 
must be made. [Canton] 


24. Mass transit needs speed, economical fares and physical comfort for the rider. [Canton] 


25. Acomment on the rail corridors — people are already complaining about train traffic 
through town. You should meet with the communities that the trains would go through. 
[Akron] 


26. This comment goes to ODOT — regarding the widening of I-71 (Strongsville) and south of 
Akron: if all the money is spent on widening, nothing will be left for alternatives that are 
cleaner and better for the environment. [Brecksville] 


Rail Also Brings Passionate Opposition 


1. | can’t BELIEVE you would even CONSIDER putting a railroad in my back yard! [Stow] 


2. | came to this meeting to fight rail. People don’t want to ride buses and trains. Work 
sites are dispersed, people have flextime. They don’t even want to car pool. People are 
too busy just trying to do their lives. [Stow] 


3. If rail went through, would we be reassessed? We believe our values would decrease — 
the train would be in our back yards. [Stow] 


4. The decision-makers should come and sit in my back yard, to feel what it would be like if 
there were train traffic there. [Stow] 


5. What kinds of rail studies have you done for Silver Lake and Stow? [Stow] 


6. We have heard that rail might be used for freight - maybe at Seasons Road, if there’s 
new development — and maybe for heavy freight. We are concerned that passenger rail 
will be cost-prohibitive unless you also carry freight. | go to Cleveland a lot and it would 
not make sense to ride the rail because you’d have to stop ten or twelve times. [Stow] 


7. Have reasons been identified by rail/freight companies for using these lines for freight? 
The Akron-Canton line is now being purchased by METRO: why are they interested? 
[Stow] 
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10. 
11. 


(2.9 


SR 8 in Silver Lake is now being soundproofed. What’s the point if you then put rail on 
the “house” side of the wall? Do you have any experience with sound walls and 
railroads? Who would bear the cost? [Stow] 


Would commuter rail pay for itself? No, the earlier study said federal dollars would be 
needed. Money spent on roads is more cost-efficient than an under-subscribed rail 
system. [Stow] 


Would light rail preclude freight? [Stow] 


| worked on the People Mover, a $290 million, 2.9 mile boondoggle. You should take a 
long hard look at expensive transit solutions — and | mean busways, too. You should 
have more one-way streets. [Brecksville] 


Relationships of the Transportation / Land Use / Work Sites 


I’m associated with the Sight Center and we are concerned that places where people 
work have sprawled to Twinsburg, Solon, etc. One Cleveland lady had to take five 
buses to get to Akron for job interviews, than had to take seven buses to get home 
again. Reverse commuting should be included in the study. [Cleveland] 


People have chosen to live away from where they work. People don’t just go from home 
to work. They do all sorts of other things — pick up the kids, do marketing, etc. — things 
you can’t do from the train. [Stow] 


In the Dover area are lots of commuters. They travel on SR 21, 800, and I-77. They 
keep turning cornfields into development, and it’s always housing that is developed, not 
jobs. So everybody drives. A lot more traffic is going north every day, to Akron and 
Kent. [Stark Tech] 


The business world hasn’t realized that there’s no need for suburbs, or for buildings like 
the Taj Mahal. It will need corporations to insist that their employees live downtown. 
[Brecksville] 


People chose to live this far away from Cuyahoga County/Cleveland. They knew a 
commute was part of that choice. [Stow] 


You used to have 100,000 people working in these downtowns, but they’re moving out to 
suburban jobs. All these cities are trying to reinvent themselves, create more demand 
by increasing mobility. The goal should be to improve accessibility: corridors around 
well-conceived transportation, but not designed for transportation. We must be 
thoughtful in our land use planning. As the population ages and gets more transit- 
dependent, policies that encourage mobility do not serve them. We should create nodes 
and regions, and stop promoting the spreading of development. [Brecksville] 


To do this study properly, don’t you need each of the major communities’ future goals 
(where do they want to go?) It’s not easy to reverse a 40-year trend. [Brecksville] 


8. Won't the Internet affect work travel patterns? This should be looked at carefully. [Stow] 


Look at this long-range. | now use my computer and phone and wonder why | shouldn’t 


just work at home. This is one thing to do: encourage people to work at home, and 


reduce the number of cars on the road. [Brecksville] 
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7.2.6 


. | live in Stow and work in Akron. Are you considering the impacts on residents, too, or 


only the commuters and how they get to work? [Stow] 


. What, exactly, is the problem? If it’s traffic, there won’t be one solution. If it’s 


development, it’s bigger than just transportation — it’s really the question, What do we 
want our future communities to look like? If we built businesses in the area, we could 
have people living within walking distance of jobs and industry. We’re limited on what 
we can do, and should look at locating businesses where people are. Otherwise, this is 
only a matter of traffic. We should encourage uses to stay where the investments and 
infrastructure already exist, or look at our land use policies. [Stow] 


. Communities are hanging by a thread for economic survival. Infrastructure is important 


— not to lose even more fabric of the cities. Don’t compromise green space/farm land. 
We need more dense redevelopment of existing built-up areas. [Canton] 


. Political subdivisions do their own land use planning. This needs to be done within a 


larger picture. There should be a statewide mandate for regional plans and strategies. 
We are now competing with Illinois and Indiana for transit funds. We get more 
competitive as we have more regional strategies in place. [Canton] 


. In 10 years, if you widen the roads, you will have a whole new generation of travelers. 


There should be incentives for jobs and homes to be close together, or you will have 
traffic problems. [Stow] 


Intelligent Systems Information and Demand Management 


Regarding ITS [Intelligent Transportation Systems] — could radio stations break in to 
announce tie-ups and problems? In Germany, this happens every half-hour. [Stark 
Tech] 


Are radio stations included in ITS? [Canton] 


In 1992, Motorola and the Illinois Department of Transportation came up with a travelers’ 
information device, but the effort was blind-sided by the Internet. | think it won’t be long 
before traffic information is available on a cellular modem in your laptop or built right into 
your car. This technology is just around the corner. [Stark Tech] 


Developing an ITS system needs coordination, if you’re going to encourage people to 
use SR 21 as an alternative to I-77, for instance. ODOT should exercise its impact to 
encourage good. [Brecksville] 


You should concentrate on highways and on demand management, then add express 
buses later, maybe. [Stow] 


Now the warning signs are put up badly — in the wrong spots, and not enough signs. For 
electronic signs, there should be two of them, one repeating the other. You can’t get all 
the information while you’re driving by just one sign. [Stark Tech] 


The state should pass bills setting time limits by which obstructions (accidents, etc.) 
must be moved from the roadway. [Brecksville] 


An aggressive “incident management” policy should be instituted. [Brecksville] 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-59 





7.2.7 


Comments on Planning, Funding, Agencies and the Study Itself 


. What’s the relationship between this MIS and earlier studies? One question raised in 


earlier (NEORail) meetings was the potential tie-ups through Silver Lake and Cuyahoga 
Falls. [Stow] 


2. Are there similar studies being done in other corridors? [Stow] 
3. What is the status of the study of SR 8 between SR 303 and I-271? [Canton] 
4. The Canton part of the corridor is very narrow. The SR 241 ties into I-77 should widen 


the corridor to include this large market (Green, Jackson Twp) ... improvements to 241 
could lessen problems on I-77. [Canton] 





5. I’ve been living for 10 years in Europe, and there they copy what works here: not 
elevated highways, not Detroit, but carpools; road pricing; special pricing on transit 
packages; car-free zones that make the quality of life better. As part of your study, you 
must be willing to present unpopular ideas that may work. A lot of good ideas will get lost 
if you don’t structure your study this way. Develop ways for people to group together to 
explore these ideas. [Brecksville] 

6. | can make a study turn out any way | want. Are there political dynamics at work here to 
force it one way or another? [Stow] 

How do you forecast how many people might ride transit? [Stow] 
In other cities, did the actual experience match forecasts? Can you pull information from 
other research and studies to inform this study? [Stow] 

9. Have station locations been looked at yet? [Stow] 

10. Will the survey make clear that you might have to travel a great distance to catch a 
train? [Stow] 

11. ODOT controls the money and is a major player. [Brecksville] 

12. Suppose people agree that rail is what we need, then (as happened historically) the 
highway lobby gets working again to defeat rail? Where is the power? [Akron] 

13. Who decides? Who writes the check? [Canton] 

14. Who actually has the final decision? Do politics come into play? [Stow] 

15. The next administration and legislature provide a good opportunity for a position paper 
on what should happen. Once there’s agreement on the strategy, people should be 
moving to influence these new legislators. [Canton] 

16. The Akron Regional Development Board is interested in infrastructure. | hope you're 
touching base with all the groups that tie in to this issue — parks, the universities, etc. 
[Canton] 

17. People don’t count the real cost of driving a car. [Canton] 

18. You should compare the costs of alternate travel modes. [Akron] 
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20: 
21. 


oe: 
23. 


7.2.8 


. Who pays for these transportation improvements? If it hauls freight, this would mean 


someone [a private business entity] benefiting from public dollars. [Stow] 
What might be a total budget for various kinds of improvements? [Stow] 


Can public dollars be spent on the Turnpike? Why should we spend money there 
instead of I-77 if the Turnpike is supported by tolls? How long will it take for the Turnpike 
to be really public? [Stark Tech] 


You should publicize these meetings better. [Stow] 


Will funding information overlay what’s already being done by SCATS, etc.? They must 
be interrelated. [Stark Tech] 


Written Comments 


Item #1, submitted at Brecksville meeting: 


Subject: I-77 


The speed limit for trucks should be raised to the automobile speed limit. There are 
more lane changes now as compared to anytime in the past 30 years. This is causing a 
lot of braking and tailgating. (Most of the six-wheeled trucks can only go 59 to 64 mph 
anyway). My experience includes driving a car between Akron and Brecksville for the 
last 30 years. In my opinion, lane changes are the most dangerous part of driving on I- 
77. The difference in speed kills ... not the speed itself. 


Also, it might be useful to explore using the paved berm as a third lane. It’s being done 
in construction zones with success. Why not use it regularly? 


[This letter-writer says he works in Broadview Heights, drives every day from Norton (at SR 21 
to milepost 149 (Brecksville). He says he believes Ohio is one of only four states 
(approximately) with dual speed limits for trucks and cars. ] 


Item #2, submitted at Brecksville meeting: 


Widen I-77 from Rockside to Miller Road 


Raise speed limit. 


Rail transportation seems too costly. 


Item #3, submitted at Canton meeting: 


Maps referenced above under “Traffic Trouble Spots/Potential Solutions/ Suggested 
Actions,” Item #1 
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Item #4, submitted at Stark Tech meeting: 


Hard copy of an apparent 48-slide PowerPoint presentation entitled “Government Rail 
Network Ownership in NE Ohio: Presentation to Canton-Akron-Cleveland Interregional 
Transportation Solutions (CAC TRANS)”, by Daniel L. Van Epps and dated 9/22/99 


Item #5, submitted at Akron meeting: 


Long-term: 1) Build a light rail from Akron to Cleveland 
or 
2) Make I-77 six lanes all the way between Akron and Cleveland 


Short-term: Pass and enforce laws to keep slower traffic in the right lane(s). 
Item #6, submitted at Akron meeting: 


Subject #1: The Cost to the Individual Traveler or Commuter 


As a businessman who travels a great deal to meet clients and make presentations and to 
negotiate contracts, | must be clear-headed and relaxed (not stressed-out) when | talk with 
clients. |am in favor of traveling by commuter rail! This way of traveling allows me to 
prepare myself en route and to arrive in the right frame of mind. 


Subject #2: Tracks Available? 
Do such companies as CSX own track at key points that would stall or defeat a commuter 


rail project? Does CSX own stretches of track that would be needed in the commuter rail 
project? 


7.3 Public Meetings — Second Round 


Approximately 130 persons were reached in four public outreach sessions held in April, 2000, 
as part of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor (CAC TRANS) Major 
Investment Study. 


Three sessions, held in Cuyahoga Falls, Downtown Cleveland and Cuyahoga Heights, followed 
traditional “public meeting” format. The fourth, in Canton, was an exposition-style display and 
exhibit, part of a day-long “Planning Expo” sponsored by the Stark Area Regional Planning 
Commission. Attendance figures below do not include project staff or members of the CAC 
TRANS Coordinating Committee. 


e April 6, Cuyahoga Falls — Attendance from sign-up sheets 40, head count 65 
Held from 7:30 to 9:00 p.m. at Taylor Memorial Library 


e April 8, Canton Civic Center, 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. — 50 persons stopped at booth 
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e April 17, Downtown Cleveland -- Attendance 13 


Held from 11:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. at offices of NOACA (Northeast Ohio Areawide 
Coordinating Agency) 


e April 17, Cuyahoga Heights — Attendance 7 


Held from 7:00 to 8:30 p.m. at Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District’s 
Environmental & Maintenance Sewer Control building 


All meetings and the Expo featured a PowerPoint show and graphic displays that outlined 
findings from the problem identification phase of the study (e.g. high-accident areas, average 
daily traffic, current and projected levels of service on major roadways in the study area). Also 
presented was a summary of the alternatives being studied as potential solutions to those 
problems. 


Below, following a brief view of often-mentioned topics, are summaries of comments offered in 
the meetings, organized by alternative travel modes. Following the summaries are detailed 
notes. 


7.3.1 Topics Receiving the Greatest Attention 


Questions and comments were offered on virtually all travel modes, but the greatest apparent 
interest at this round of public meetings was in the perceived benefits and disadvantages of 
commuter rail. 


It would be inappropriate to draw broad generalizations about public opinion on a given mode 
from the sheer number of “pro” or “con” statements offered at this round of public meetings, 
because the meetings were not structured to seek comments in that form. It is worth noting, 
nonetheless, that on light rail, the preponderance of comments from the four meetings was 
positive and on highway expansion the preponderance was negative. On commuter rail, 
comments were about evenly divided between positive and negative, with a slight edge on the 
negative side. 


Some geographical factors were also evident. Although overall, commuter rail opponents about 
equaled proponents, opponents appeared to dominate overwhelmingly at the meeting held in 
Cuyahoga Falls, where many in opposition to commuter rail said they live close to the railroad 
tracks upon which commuter rail would travel. 


7.3.2 Summary of Comments (by Mode) 


Commuter Rail 


Commuter rail was by far the most hotly-debated of the alternatives. Opponents 
frequently voiced fear that instituting commuter rail service would also encourage or 
necessitate increased freight traffic. Many of those voicing opposition said they live near 
the railroad tracks between Akron and Hudson. They cited noise and safety concerns, 
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and asked many questions about the process by which they could affect final decisions 
about rail. Some said they doubt the efficacy of commuter rail in decreasing highway 
congestion. The preponderance of comments at the Cuyahoga Falls meeting was in 
opposition to rail. 


Strong voices in favor of commuter rail were also heard in this and other meetings, 
however. These supporters cited environmental and land use benefits. Some said they 
believe that rail and other transit can help rejuvenate inner cities, and some saw rail as 
necessary in the face of growing suburban development. Some preferences were 
offered for particular alignments or station locations. 


Highway Improvements/Expansions 


Some voiced strong support of adding highway capacity. Concern was expressed that 
improving and expanding highways would encourage urban sprawl and result in greater 
congestion in center cities. 


Light Rail Extensions 


Relatively few comments were made, but those offered were generally positive about 
light rail expansions. 


Transportation Demand Management (TDM)/Transportation System Managment (TSM)/High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 


Interest was expressed in reverse commuting and in evening service between Cleveland 
and Akron. Inter-modal links were supported, and the importance of effective feeder 
systems was stressed. There were several questions for clarification on how systems 
such as reversible lanes and express lanes might work. 


Other 


A variety of other responses, observations, questions and requests for information or 
clarification were also offered, as were a few suggestions and questions about the CAC 
TRANS decision-making process and about the public meetings themselves. These 
miscellaneous comments are found at the end of the "Detailed Notes" section below. 


7.3.3 Detailed Noted 


Below are copies of the detailed comments recorded at public meetings on large newsprint 
pads. Attendees were asked to check the comment notes as they were made and to correct the 
recorder if the notes did not accurately quote or paraphrase the gist of the speaker's comments. 
In some cases, information is shown [bracketed and in italics]: these are answers provided by 
project staff or sponsors in response to a speaker's question. Finally, at the end of each 
statement, is [bracketed] information that indicates the session at which the comment occurred: 
[CH] for the Cuyahoga Heights meeting, [CF] for Cuyahoga Falls, [Cle] for the downtown 
Cleveland meeting and [Can] for the Planning Expo in Canton. 
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Highway Widenings — Expressions of Support or Receptivity 


The only solution is three lanes including a bus lane, running all the way from Canton to 
Cleveland. [Cle] 


Build highway on the I-77 median north of I-480 (would be 2-lane above |-480) [CH] 


Highway Widenings — Expressions of Opposition or Concern 


Theoretically, regarding the potential widening of I-77: How many exit to and enter from 
|-480, and if you pour another 20,000 vehicles downtown every day, what are you going 
to do with them? [Cle] 


What assumptions are you making about development? If you add highway lanes, 
doesn’t that encourage sprawl? [Cle] 


Is ita good thing to clean up traffic even if it contributes to sprawl? The city of Cleveland 
is being drained by State policy — adding third lanes makes it easier for people to move 
out. [Cle] 


Put money into housing instead of highways. This could make people want to live 
close/in-town. Mill Creek is good example of attractive in-town housing. [CH] 


The idea of an elevated stretch of highway is expensive to build, and | can’t help but 
think of San Francisco and the expressway that fell during the earthquake. [CH] 


Highways -- Comments on Specific Roadway Problems 


You asked for public comment so I'll give you my frustration over the way construction is 
handled. I’m a typical driver for whom you take away 1 lane each way from March 
through November. This happens on I-90, on 480 East, on Rockside, at least. Who’s in 
charge of thinking here? [Cle] 


What can be done now to solve problems on arterials? Construction on I|-271, I-77, and 
|-480 is forcing traffic onto our roads in the suburbs. [Cle] 


|-77 south of US 62: people tailgate here. There should be enforcement of tailgating or 
paint should be placed along the road to show the proper distance between cars. | drive 
Route 62 all the time. Yellow light timing is set at six seconds, not enough time to stop. 
[Can] 


Portage Road is one lane each way under I-77, you’ve got trucks trying to get out, and 
traffic from Tinseltown (| mean the malls) too. There are backups both ways. [Can] 


Light Rail — Expressions of Support or Receptivity 
Light rail coming further out (into the suburbs) could be a solution. [CF] 


| don’t see commuter rail as viable — it won’t ease congestion. Light rail may be more 
appropriate. [CF] 
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I'm surprised that RTA hasn’t considered a Rapid extension down I-77. [It’s in this study] 
[Cle] 


RTA pass and discount programs might help. [CH] 


| park at Brook Park and ride the train to the airport to pick up holiday visitors because 
you can’t drive and park easily at airport. [CH] 


Expanding the Green Line is possible. [CH] 


This won’t happen because Beachwood is going to build on that right-of-way [Blue Line 
extension is being considered] [CH] 

Commuter Rail — Expressions of Support or Receptivity 
Commuter rail is a great idea — | can’t wait to ride! [CF] 


| agree to that point (that commuter rail's a great idea) — supporters should speak now. 
[CF] 


We have to look 30 years down the road — we are ruining the ozone layer, and we 
should look at rail. [CF] 


Cleveland and Akron areas are growing. This can be a wave of the future. Rail may be 
necessary as growth continues. [CF] 


A whistle ban would make sense, and grade separation could eliminate safety concerns. 
[CF] 


I’m interested in inner city living. RTA has not marketed itself in terms of the actual costs 
of having two cars — it’s $3,000 to $6,000 per year to drive a second car. There are real 
dollars-and-cents reasons, and they also support in-city living. 


Broadway and Harvard is good place for a rail stop because of the ease of bus transfers. 
Broadway has circulator bus service. It could serve the whole neighborhood. [CH] 


The Broadway and Harvard intersection is also good because of RTA, ALCOA, LTV — 
it's easy to move to these destinations. [CH] 


Comments on Alternative Rail Alignments 


The Portage County route may be better for rail because of Geauga Lake, etc. 
[Commuter service to Geauga Lake is under consideration by the NEORail study being 
sponsored by NOACA] [CF] 


Are you still seriously considering Kent alignment? Will that go through environmental 
analysis? [Yes] [CF] 
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What about using the track from Independence to Akron via CVNRA? Could this be 
Commuter rail? [This option has been ruled out, based on a previous study] [Cle] 


The Wheeling & Lake Erie line (Portage County route) — What’s happening with this? 
[This route continues to be considered] [CH] 


Commuter Rail -- Expressions of Opposition or Concern 
Commuter Rail Opposition or Concern: General 


The number of commuter trains you project will not really help congestion in corridor. 
Even if the trains were full, you would have to have more and longer trains to make dent 
in the congestion. [CF] 

The impact of rail traffic on wildlife should be noted. [CF] 


This is complicated — it is not demonstrated at this time that rail is needed and would be 
environmentally friendly. You need to compare benefit and detriment. [CF] 


You need hard data — more than a couple of people wanting to go to games. Rail should 
not be done as an experiment. [CF] 


Commuter Rail Opposition or Concern: Safety & Noise 
| am concerned about rail transport. | live within 30 yards of tracks. | have grandkids, so 
safety is an issue. Noise is also an issue (frequency of horns) on the line from Graham 
Rd. to Springdale and north of Springdale. [CF] 


Sound abatement? This needs to be addressed. Sound studies should be done. [CF] 


If commuter or freight trains came through, how would the existing sound barrier be 
addressed? [CF] 


You should give info on what has happened in other towns (safety, etc) where these 
trains have been put in. [CF] 


In Silver Lake, at Graham Rd. and Rte. 59, on either side of us there is concern over 
traffic back-ups at both ends. Trains could hold up fire trucks and emergency vehicles. 
[CF] 

Commuter Rail Opposition or Concern: Commuter & Freight Rail 
Would this be strictly commuter or any freight, even incidental? [The specific project 
under consideration is commuter only. Any decision to permit freight service would be 
up to the Summit Port.] [CF] 


It’s hard to make trains profitable without freight. [CF] 
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A staff person from the Village of Silver Lake reported that someone from this project 
attended another meeting and said this couldn’t be viable without freight. [Freight 
revenues, if any, are not assumed to contribute to the commuter project.] [CF] 


Is it possible for freight to be re-established on this line? [Yes]. Would there be a 
situation where public funding other than railroad money would be used to upgrade 
tracks? [Potentially, up to Summit Port] Could railroads get their tracks upgraded with 
money from this project (commuter rail) then exercise their rights to run freight? 
[Theoretically, yes] [CF] 


COMMENTS ON TSM/TDM/HOWEXPRESS BUS/PARK & RIDE/INTERMODAL LINKS 


The bus system is not designed now to get people from Cleveland to Akron — it just 
works to get people to work in Cleveland. [CH] 


| would like evening service, two-way. [CH] 
Akron University is my destination — would like to be able to get there evenings. [CH] 
There should be carports for storage of cars at park & ride lots. [CF] 


Rail-express bus — How do people get there? Feeder buses etc? What are your 
assumptions? [Some feeder bus service will be assumed.] [Cle] 


It’s good to tie Greyhound to buses. Intermodal links are good idea. [CH] 

Regarding congestion on I-77 and express bus, how much would things like HOV lanes 
really alleviate the problem? [This will be considered as part of this study’s technical 
analysis. ] 


A 271-style expressway or added lanes within the limits of the highway presents real 
problems, a nightmare for emergency response. [CH] 


Regarding two-lane express — are you talking both ways? Reversible? [Possibly 
reversible] [CH] 


Overhead lane controls like on Cedar Hill — Is this what you’re saying? [CH] 


Employers changing work hours — you might try incentives such as free parking if you 
get there before a certain hour. [CH] 


A Park & Ride could go at |-480/McCracken in Garfield Heights. [CH] 


COMMENTS ON PUBLIC MEETINGS & CAC TRANS DECISION-MAKING 


You should put ads in the papers advertising these meetings. Some of us didn’t get 
notices. [All local media outlets were notified.] [CF] 
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7.3.4 


| walked to this meeting (in Cuyahoga Heights) from 49" and Harvard. Don’t meet here 
again or anywhere else the bus doesn’t serve. [CH] 


How much input are you getting from the business community? [Communications with 
this group are under way.] [CH] 


Is there a way to get a referendum on a ballot to prevent rail? To stop rail, who are the 
best people or group for us to appeal to? [Any decision to proceed must be approved by 
AMATS] [CF] 


Can citizens make the decision on whether to have commuter rail by referendum? [Not 
directly -- there will not be a referendum per se on the direct question, but indirectly, yes: 
getting the money to implement rail is likely to be on the ballot] [CF] 


General Observations, Queries, Points of Clarification 


| see that you’re using 1990 Census data — is this the newest information you can get? 
[This is the most complete and consistent throughout the corridor.] [CF] 


In your population and employment exhibits, it looks like Solon-Chagrin Highlands is 
missing. Are you ignoring this area? [Improvements will not be proposed for the area 
as part of this study, but travel impacts will be considered.] [Cle] 


| notice that in your projected Level of Service map, I-80 is going from green to yellow 
(Level C or above down to Level D). Why is the Ohio Turnpike not a sponsor of this 
study? [Cle] 


How much time it takes for people is an issue. It only takes 35 minutes to get to the 
Flats from Mantua (during rush hour — add 10 minutes). [CH] 


Are you talking rail one-way or bi-directional throughout the day? [Primarily during peak 
hours] [CF] 


Port Authority tracks are next to bike-hike trail. [CF] 
In the rail alternatives, is Tower City assumed as the terminus for light rail in Cleveland? 
[Yes] Commuter Rail too? [No, the downtown Lakefront site was recommended by 


previous study efforts.] [Cle] 


How does this study dovetail with NEORAIL? [Coordination of data and analysis is 
ongoing.] [Cle] 


When will they reopen Detroit at West Blvd? [Utilities problems are causing delays.] 
[Cle] 


Will there be private investment in rail “Tribe Cars” etc? What's the possibility of 
purchasing products inside (T-shirts, etc.)? [CF] 
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What is the capacity on a commuter train? [120/car...600/train] Are you talking about 
vouchers, passes, etc? [Potentially, but these issues will not be resolved during this 
study process. ] [CF] 


In the case of commuter and freight lines, are there standards for each regarding the 
condition of the tracks? [Yes, set by Federal Railroad Administration] [CF] 


You should have as a goal getting people from Ravenna and Kent to jobs closer to 
Cleveland. [CH] 


Commuter rail: how long would the trip take? [From Akron or Kent, trip time is about an 
hour.] [CH] 


Have you determined motivation of people to use transit? Saving money, time, etc. [A 
survey of behavior has been undertaken.] [CH] 


Would a rail stop at the airport for travelers attract riders? [Relatively few are expected in 
the near term.] [CH] 


7.4 Public Meetings — Third Round 


A series of five public meetings was held in early May 2001, to provide updates on the current 
status of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC TRANS), and to seek 
responses to two recommendations from the study’s consulting team: 


» Recommended elimination of certain modal options or potential projects from further 
consideration as part of the CAC TRANS study (these proposed eliminations include 
a potential rail alignment through Kent); and 


» Recommended continuing study of four “packages” of improvements, those 
packages include various combinations of highway, commuter rail, feeder bus, 
express bus and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements. 


The meetings were held in Fairlawn on May 2; Cuyahoga Falls on May 3; Cleveland on the 
afternoon of May 8 and Independence that evening; and Canton on May 9, 2001. 


On the whole, attendance at this round of meetings — a total of 77 persons — was lower than at 
the two earlier rounds, and it was more common than in earlier meetings to hear persons speak 
in favor of transit or rail solutions. It is reasonable to surmise that one explanation for low 
attendance and only scattered opposition to rail is that well-attended NEORail project meetings 
in February 2001 drew large numbers of anti-rail speakers. 


At the meetings, attendees were invited to view several display boards that illustrated where 
some of the proposed improvements would be located (e.g. added lanes, bus routes, potential 
rail stations) and they were given newsletters with more detailed information. The meeting 
included a 15- to 20-minute slide presentation as an overview, but most of the meeting was 
devoted to attendees’ comments, questions and suggestions. Verbal comments were recorded 
on large newsprint sheets. Persons were also invited to submit written comments. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 7-70 





7.4.1 Highlights of Meeting Notes 
Fairlawn & Cuyahoga Falls meetings 


A total of 38 persons attended the first two meetings, held in Fairlawn and Cuyahoga Falls 
during the first week of May. No comments were received that would lead project consultants to 
amend their recommendations for which options or alternatives should be eliminated and which 
pursued. Several speakers commended the “multi-modal” approach. At each meeting, 
questions were asked for purposes of clarification, with no opinion expressed. 


At both meetings, commuter rail sparked the most lively discussion and widest diversity of 
opinion. Among the factors cited by proponents were: 


improved mobility 

greater modal choice 

greater convenience 

improved quality of life 

energy conservation 

inappropriateness of relying only on the highway mode 
need to plan now for future generations 


Among the concerns cited by opponents were these: 


the conviction that freight rail traffic would increase 

increased noise 

safety hazards to children 

inconvenience from blocked roadways 

danger from blocked roadways (blocking of emergency vehicles) 

concern that persons living close to the tracks would find their property values 
decreasing 

« high cost-to-ridership ratios 

« desire for citizens to vote on whether to implement rail or not 


All of these comments have been recorded in earlier meetings. New at this round of meetings 
was a finer distinction drawn between commuter rail and freight rail, paraphrased here: “I don’t 
oppose, or could live with, commuter trains. My opposition is based on my belief that freight 
traffic will increase.” 


Cleveland, Independence, Canton Meetings 


Another 39 attendees signed up at meetings held the second week in May, held in Cleveland, 
Independence and Canton. At these meetings, the overwhelming sentiment appeared to be 
pro-transit, including rail. One person at the Cleveland meeting (attendance 16) questioned 
choices about which modes to eliminate: he argued that new technology may make light rail 
and maglev more feasible, and he urged that these be pursued further. Of all of the meetings, 
the one held at NOACA included the most attention to technical and operational issues. No 
persons expressed opposition to transit or rail. 
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Attendees at the Independence meeting were almost universally supportive of transit solutions. 
Only three comments (from 17 in attendance) appeared to oppose or question rail, while 11 
comments were strongly supportive of rail, transit in general or the “multi-modal approach” 
proposed for the next stage of the study process. New information received at the 
Independence meeting was that Portage County will have a quarter-percent transit tax on the 
ballot in November 2001. 


A tiny group of five persons attended the Canton meeting. Those who spoke were supportive of 
rail, believed the Hudson alignment was preferable to the Kent alignment, and hoped for 
connections near Cleveland to light rail service. 


7.4.2 Detailed Meeting Notes 


Detailed meeting notes follow, grouped by meeting place and by general topic. Comments were 
recorded on large sheets of newsprint by consulting team member Genevieve Ray. Notes were 
taken verbatim where possible, and are otherwise paraphrased. Comments submitted in 
writing are identified as such. 


Fairlawn Meeting 


Wednesday, 2 May 2001 
Fairlawn Kiwanis Community Center, 3486 S. Smith Rd. 
10 persons attending 


Comments Questioning or Opposing Rail 


« Are you familiar with the problems of commuter rail that have been expressed at other 
meetings by people from Silver Lake? Silver Lake is bounded by railroad tracks -- this 
could block people from health care and emergency care etc. 


« This is incomprehensible. There are 3,000 people in a village that will be affected — and 
you don't even have that many riders! How much would operating costs be, and how 
much would Summit County's share be? How could you go forward without this 
information? 


» It should be noted that you are showing “boardings,” which really means only 2300 
people. Is it fair for 500,000+ people to pay for 2,000 maybe to ride? 


Comments Supportive of Bus, Rail 


« Widening and adding lanes not necessarily an improvement, because if you build it they 
will come. If this is implemented with bus and rail first, there will be better success. I'm 
afraid of more lanes. 

» Regarding ridership -- How many people are driving? Rail is expensive, but it doesn't 
compare to the billion dollars for highways. 

« [written comment] | feel that any community improvement is a good great idea. | work 
for the Ohio Dept. of Job and Family Service and work with clients who need 
transportation every day. There are clearly concerns and issues that need to be 
addressed. However, | feel that the consulting team along with our elected officials are 
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smart enough to find a resolution to those issues. It seems people like to complain but 
they do not want to help solve the issues. It will be interesting to see what [sentence not 
completed] 


Questions of Clarification / Comments on the Presentation Itself 


« Was the potential for extending the towpath trail looked at? 
« Fatal flaws: was this a highway parallel to Broadway? 
= How much did this study cost? 


Cuyahoga Falls Meeting 


Thursday, 3 May 2001 

Lions Lodge, 641 Silverlake Ave. 

28 persons attending 

Comments on Highway Improvements 


« Is there a timetable to implement limited access on Route 8? Why not eliminate 
stoplights in Boston Heights? That would make traffic move more smoothly. Also, 
overpasses at Hines Hill Rd., Boston Mills Rd., etc. should be studied. 

Comments Favoring Multi-Modal Approach 


« Weare Stow residents. Congestion is almost as bad as in Columbus. | favor rail and 
bus as part of a multi-modal solution. Our zoning codes require auto-centric 
development. We need to look at land use as well. Oil prices will continue to rise, and | 
hope to be on a train. 


« This way of looking at things — a multi-modal approach — is something that has to be 

done. 
Comments Supportive of Bus, Rail 

» | work in Twinsburg and live in Cuyahoga Falls. The region is sprawling, not growing. | 
support Option 4 and also bike trails. 

[written comment] 

« The area is not growing — it is sprawling. 

= | support Option 4. 

= | support commuter rail. | support bike trails. 


[written comment] 


« | would like to speak in favor of the commuter rail option. As a NE Ohio resident, I’m 
tired of having no real choice to travel around my region other than driving. This area 
needs mobility and mobility means choice. Also with oil prices on a permanent rise, we 
need to become more energy efficient. Rail is more energy efficient. 
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| want my transportation dollars to provide a choice. 


Rail is one piece of the whole puzzle for improving mobility, energy efficiency and quality 
of life. 


You have to look at how things will be for the next generation — look at what life will be 
like for the kids. People should talk to their mayors, go to Columbus, to try to affect the 
outcome of the study. Gas costs will go up to $4 or $5 a gallon, and then you'll look at 
rail or bus. 


On most projects, ridership exceeds expectations. 


| am familiar with the rail line in East Stroudsburg, PA. Property values are higher there, 
not lower. 


I’m a locomotive driver. | used to live in Lily Lake and commuted to Chicago. | drove 15 
miles to a remote parking area at a church — this was shared parking, because the 
church didn’t use it on weekdays. Then | rode a bus 5 or 10 minutes to the train. | was 
on the train for an hour, then had a five-minute walk to work. Here’s how | spent my time 
on the train: | would relax, eat, sleep, read, balance my checkbook, use the cell phone. 
People could also use the train to go to the Stadium, and have a drink without the fear of 
getting a DUI. 


[same speaker, written comments below] 


| believe a trial should be done, as was done in Florida. | suggest a 1 year (or) 6 month 
demonstration operation. 


Use new, modern equipment, not second-hand MARC cars 


One option that needs to be looked at is four-quadrant gates. If these are used, then the 
train horns don't have to be blown. This is used in Louisville, and should be part of the 
study. 


Consider future [rail] expansion to Ravenna and Alliance with a branch line to Kent, 
Tallmadge, connect to Akron in the distant future. 


| favor demonstration use of composite ties (made from recycled material) for the 
replacement of creosote wood ties. 


[See also lengthy letter from a former resident of Ravenna and Kent, supportive of transit and 
rail. It is included at the end of these meeting notes.| 


Comments Question or Opposing Rail 


Everything you read about this is about congestion. Where will you address what 
Summit County residents would have to pay? It looks like you have 1% of the 
population riding, but 100% of the taxpayers paying. 


| believe my property values will go down. I’m 100 feet from the tracks. | built my house 
there, invested everything in it, because | was told the only train that would run by my 
house is the Cuyahoga Valley Line. 


I’m confused about the number of trips under the “enhanced” rail service — would it be as 
many as 23 trips a day? This would be a negative impact. 
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« I’m from a condo in Kames, where there are 105 units. I’m 50 feet from the tracks. I’m 
concerned about whether anybody’s talking about sound barriers. We are close to 
Springdale, and would have to listen to the warning alarms every time a train goes 
through. What assurance is there that these lines won’t be used for freight? 


« Bus is acheaper solution. Where do the taxes come from? Do citizens get to vote for or 
against this? 


« | have asked at every meeting for five years: what will happen to the sound barriers? 


» There are two major intersections where there will be backups with the trains. You 
could shut down two major roads. 


« | don’t favor closing McCauley Road. At Rte 59 and Graham — at busy intersections — 
overpasses and underpasses should be explored. 


« [Speaker expressing frustration that specific answers are not available] You MUST be 
getting some engineering by this point! 


« | have questions about emergency response vehicles’ being blocked by trains. 


« | could deal with three cars a few times a day, but not freight trains at 3:00 in the 
morning. Freight trains would NOT increase my property values. 


« | favor Option 3 because | believe freight is the objective [Alternatives 2 and 4]. 
» What about pollution from freight trains? 


[written comment] 
«Cleveland east/west RR might make sense. 


«Southern route thru Hudson/Stow/Silver Lake/Cuyahoga Falls etc. makes no sense and 
will not be supported by Summit County taxpayers. 


«Possible class action suit by Silver Lake residents, etc. 


[written comment] 


« [You describe] basic commuter rail as three cars, 3 times each in a.m. and p.m., and 
enhanced with extra trips. 5100 riders takes ? cars off road (% of traffic)? 


« And if rails are established will these tracks be used for other rail activity — freight 


« Property values — maybe a positive to the community, but a decrease to property owners 
who live along the tracks. 


[written comment] 


« | don’t believe for a minute that commuter rail traffic is your objective. Otherwise you’d 
commit to NO FREIGHT/Garbage headed for Harrison County. | am squarely opposed 
to your rail plan and sill support opposition efforts to run trains that will close Graham Rd. 
and Rte. 59 simultaneously creating a real danger in emergency situations. | favor 
Option 3 that was presented. 


= Do the math: $450 million divided by 2500 people. There’s another option: get limos to 
drive people to work! 
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You show 5100 riders — are these one-way trips? If so, that’s really only about 2500 
cars off the road. There’s going to be a lot of money spent. 


The 2500 ridership figure was projected for the year 2025, so that’s not today’s figure. 
You'll have even less in the early years. | think people may ride trains to go toa 
ballgame — ONCE. The demonstration project that you talked about was only four or five 
days: that’s not research. 


[written comment] 


What compensation for deteriorated property valued for those who live next to the rail 
line? What sound barriers are planned for those who live next to the rail lines? 


What assurance is there that these rail lines won’t be used to haul freight? 


Why not expand Akron METRO — a whole lot cheaper than trains. Where will the 
money come from: taxes? Do the people have a vote on this? 


Questions of Clarification / Comments on the Presentation Itself 


In the Hudson meeting, Parsons Brinckerhoff said the tiering rated the Aurora and Lorain 
Lines best, then Hudson. 


You appear to have conflicting slides [showing congestion around Akron]. Route 8 north 
of Cuyahoga Falls is really worse. 


Why was the Cuyahoga Valley Line discounted? 


| live on the Cuyahoga Falls line, and | have questions about the rail and express bus 
options — where would boarding and parking areas be? 


The Springfield tracks — is the Cuyahoga Valley Line going through here? Cana 
commuter train go on these tracks? 


Are standards [for tracks] the same for freight and commuter rail? 
Was there a rail demonstration project? 


The Beacon Journal had an article about subsidies of $14 million a year. Where will this 
money come from? 


[written comment] 


(1) Where would boarding areas/park and ride lots be in Cuyahoga Falls, North Akron, 
Stow & Hudson? 


(2) When is Route 8 limited access improvement expected to be finished? 
(3) Has the study identified the most highly used (planned to be used) destinations? 


[written comment] 


How many daily trips on tracks? Basic --- Enhanced? 
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Letter in Favor of Improved Transit Service & Rail Development 


[written comment] Letter below is from Mark Schwinn. Parts of the letter were read by 
an attendee at the Cuyahoga Falls meeting, with request that it be included in the record 
of public comment. A duplicate arrived by e-mail, addressed to Kirt Conrad of Akron 
METRO. 


Although | cannot attend any public meetings in Ohio, | wanted to let you know of my 
support of transportation improvements to improve the quality of life in northeastern 
Ohio. 


| was born and raised in Ravenna and attended Kent State University. Upon graduation, 
| moved to Chicago for a variety of reasons, the main one to be able to live ina 
community where the automobile was not a necessity. | sold my car shortly after | moved 
to Chicago in 1992 and have not owned one since. In fact | am more mobile than my 
friends with cars. | travel quite frequently and come back home about once every six 
weeks. Often | rent a car as the alternatives are just not there. However, | do take transit 
whenever possible. In fact, | flew into Cleveland last weekend and took the rapid to 
Shaker Square to connect with a Kent State bus to Kent. I-77 is far worse then when | 
traveled on it in the early 1990s. More congestion, longer travel times, and a rougher 
ride. And, as with auto travel in general, uncomfortable and unproductive. | get lots of 
reading done on RTA, something | cannot do in a rental car. And sleep... 


| realize that | would not be a regular rider, but a balanced system with viable 
transportation choices might persuade me to move back to the region. Mass transit is 
much more convenient when it is well planned. | have had a taste of the high quality of 
life it can bring to a community and a region and have no desire to ever live or do 
business in an region that does rely on the highway alone. We made some pretty 
nearsighted choices fifty years ago and we are only beginning to pay the consequences 
today. My time is valuable. | cannot afford to waste it traveling by car 100% of the time. If 
northeast Ohio is ever to become an area of any significance, a balanced system with 
viable choices will be the major reason. 


Where | live, property values increase the closer you get to a train station. Only a tourist 
drives to special events. Our trains are standing room only with special trains ran to 
accommodate crowds. There are so many benefits mass transit can bring to 
northeastern Ohio that are long overdue. 


Thank you for all the hard work you have been doing to make commuter rail service a 
reality in Ohio. If there is anything | can do to make this a reality, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 
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Cleveland Meeting 


Tuesday, 8 May 2001 
Offices of NOACA, 1299 Superior Ave. 
16 persons attending 


Only one person at the Cleveland meeting questioned choices about which modes to eliminate: 
he argued that new technology may make light rail and maglev more feasible, and he urged that 
these be pursued further. Of all of the meetings, the one held at NOACA included the most 
attention to technical and operational issues. No persons spoke expressed opposition to transit 
or rail. 


Responses / Suggestions for Inter-modal Study 


«You show I-480 and Broadway as a rail stop. You should consider Harvard Rd. instead, 
because it’s a better stop for very good connections to buses without any change in existing 
bus lines. There you could connect to Bus #s 19, 76, 88, 90, 97 and Crosstown #50. Also, 
if you’re going from Cleveland to Akron and using public transportation, it’s easier to get to 
Harvard than |-480/Broadway. 


« The interchange at I-480 and Broadway should probably be reexamined as a whole system. 
Norfolk Southern has added a new intermodal station here — this is new since your study 
began — so there is a lot of freight and truck traffic. 


» You can build transit for a fraction of the billion dollars shown for highways. 


» On the Southeast side, congestion is bad in Bedford. There’s just a limit to what you can do 
with cars. It’s good to look at other options, especially rail because people just hate buses. 
We must look at things other than highway. Good stops would be Forbes/Broadway and 
Rockside/Broadway. They are good transit pick-up points. The site between Broadway and 
Rockside is a former car dealership, and is ready when you're ready for it. 


» | assume highway projects are paid for in the usual ODOT say, but what can you tell us 
about the bus and rail options? Who would operate them? How would they be financed? 


«Have any of your talks with Norfolk Southern netted anything? There’s a real pinch point at 
Tinker’s Creek. You may have no choice but to use the Wheeling & Lake Erie — the 
Wheeling construction costs would have to be less. 


Comments on Current Transit Service & Highway Conditions 


« It’s now possible to get to Akron [by bus] for an evening event, but not back to 
Cleveland. Will there be all-day [bus or rail] service? 


« RTA is getting rid of direct lines. They’re defeating their own purpose. They should use 
circulators instead of taking people all over the place. 


« Bedford is coordinating traffic signals with neighboring communities, and more of that 
has to happen. This all needs lots of coordination. It’s difficult, but essential. 
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Suggestions to Reconsider Eliminated Modes 


«LIGHT RAIL -- As batteries and flywheels get better, light rail may become much more 
feasible: no airhorns, no problems at grade crossings, etc. 


Written comment submitted by speaker: 


Recent events/changes in law & technology suggest reconsidering: Light rail: (a) lighter 
vehicles and (b) new laws allowing use of freight lines allow using the Wheeling (Kent ) 
RR and the Cuyahoga Valley for a two-way system using each as one-way for very low 
cost with say, the Regio Sprinter (a diesel light rail car used for over 5 years) 


" MAGLEV - There’s also a new, downrated form of maglev that should be investigated. 


Written comment: 


“Sky Trans,” a “downrated” Maglev (from 300 mph to 100 mph). See Internet site — 
about $2 million per mile ~ 4 cost of C.R.R. 


Questions of Clarification / Comments on the Study Process 
= How do reverse lanes work? 


« In which study does the I-77 / I-90 interface get studied? This one or the Innerbelt 
Study? 


« Reversible lanes — are these HOV (high occupancy vehicle) lanes? 


« Regarding your traffic studies: are they really saying that the traffic is all or mostly 
coming to Cleveland? 


» | assume you’re looking at Intelligent Transportation Systems: it sometimes gets lost 
from the list of things still under consideration. 


= Where are the trips coming from for commuter rail? 


« Your figures look different from the figures being presented in the Innerbelt Study 
presentations. | don’t know if one is taking into account the Jennings Freeway and the 
other isn’t, but the Innerbelt presentations are showing Level of Service “F” on I-71, and 
LOS “D” on I-77. 


Independence Meeting 


Tuesday, 8 May 2001 
Independence Civic Center 
17 persons attending 


Attendees at the Independence meeting were almost universally supportive of transit solutions. 
Only three comments appeared to oppose or question rail, while 11 comments were strongly 
supportive of rail, transit in general or the “multi-modal approach” proposed for the next stage of 
the study process. New information received at the Independence meeting was that Portage 
County will have a quarter-percent transit tax on the ballot in November 2001. 
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Comments supportive of Bus and/or Multi-Modal Approach 


| like Express Bus and the widening of lanes within the existing right-of-way. 


[Written Comment:] Twinsburg -- In accessing this with a bus route (off the rail line for 
instance) the Chrysler plant off Rte 82 is not the growth area. A second area parallel to 
82 -- 2/3 of a mile south (beyond walking distance), Enterprise Parkway, etc., has a new 
set of rail lines between it and another new road. Therefore the Bus line should loop on 
its east end e.g. [map showing service via Route 82 to serve Chrysler] 


The current bus service does not serve well as express service to Cleveland ... you can't 
get a full bus if it stops at all the stops. 


A true metropolitan study needed. This is a good start, but there’s still a gap to the south 
and to the southeast. This is inefficient. 


| support this multi-modal initiative. It’s good to look at it this way, plus looking at all of 
the potential benefits for emissions, environmental and economic benefits 


Comments Supportive of Rail (includes one neutral observation) 


Regarding the rail option — there are various sub markets: Canton-Akron, Hudson- 
Akron, Hudson-Cleveland, Canton-Cleveland — if you look at all of these, the rail option 
can be viable as a regional system. 


The diesel multiple unit should be looked into. This is used in Germany, and of course 
you don't have to use diesel — you might use alcohol or compressed natural gas. 

| grew up on the east side, where there was lots of easy transportation. In the 
Independence area, there is a giant hole -- | miss the transit that | grew up with. | favor 
rail. This would be great. As this area develops more, the median temperature is 
actually getting higher. Study this instead of adding more lanes. Also, rail is good for 
tourists, which is an expanding market. 


[Written Comment:] I'm here to express support for the development of transit rail in the 
NE Ohio area. Anything that can be done to relieve commuter congestion in the area 
will ultimately be beneficial to the citizens in the region. Reduction of emissions from 
internal combustion vehicles is a major side benefit if the transit rail option is selected. 


[Written Comment:] The Hudson Commuter Rail line appears to be ruled out by the 
Railroad running it ... sort of ... Actually it means you have to build an all-new rail, 
probably one-track (north of Akron only). Still, [it’s] another $ 100 million plus. 


Comments Questioning or Opposing Rail 


On commuter rail, how much are you looking at impacts on neighborhoods — things like 
noise and the frequency of trains? 


[Written Comment:] | am against the commuter rail. It will travel through my 
neighborhood and | am concerned about noise, the safety of children in the 
neighborhood and most importantly my property value. 


[Written Comment:] | do not see how people, in this time who are so dependent on their 
cars, are going to change their minds about the convenience of their car and start using 
the commuter rail. 
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Comments on Eliminated Modes 


It’s good to rule out the Cuyahoga Valley train for commuter use. 


[Written Comment:] I’m glad to hear that the route of the Cuyahoga Valley Scenic 
railroad through the National Park has been ruled out. The pastoral character of the 
valley would be adversely affected if commuter service through the park was 
permitted/implemented. 


Comments on Light Rail 


[Written Comment:] Transit/Light Rail ---The Census and other studies have shown the 
last 5 years is the first time transit riding has grown faster (in number of trips) than car or 
air use. The Richfield LRT route as an inefficient "straw man" hardly compares to any 
realistic LRT Route, as the Valley is hardly populated at all. Any realistic transit route 
must run down E. 12th in Cleveland (or under E. 9) or accept an additional 50-minute 
"travel" time penalty for using the isolated Waterfront Transit Center. Use of E. 12 favors 
a light rail vehicle, perhaps CNG or Diesel like the Regio Sprinter vehicle. 


[note on back of sheet to "travel" above:] Travel Time | assume for rush hour, i.e. 
Commuter use. This means going to a job and as such means one cannot risk being 
fired for being late. As Loop Busses in Cleveland are subject to congestion, the 8-to-10 
minutes that they are apart, can be 3-to-4 times more. Add the trip itself and one must 
arrive early enough that regardless of the average moving-in-vehicle time, one must 
arrive 50 minutes, roughly, earlier. 


Any system terminating at the "Transit Center" isolated between the Shoreway and the 
rail lines north of Cleveland is heavily crippled, right from the start. As RTA has halved 
its ridership while nationally transit is up greatly since 1980, statements from its people 
must be considered as from the "Parking Garage Lobby." Their plans are often horrible. 


Questions of Clarification / Comments on the Study Process 


[Correction to presentation] Portage County will have a transit tax on the ballot in 
November — a quarter percent tax is what’s proposed. 


Have you studied the effect of rail on Vehicle Miles Traveled vs widening lanes? 
North of I-480 on I-77 -- is this where you're looking at reversible lanes? 
What has been effect of the Jennings Freeway? 


If any one of these four alternatives is approved, what is the projected time for 
completion? 

How do we know what things will change over 5 years? Would analysis continue after 
this? 

Is improved accessibility from communities part of this study? 

| have nasty comments re traffic counts. For example, the Jennings Freeway -- It was 


known that Jennings would fill up in 2 years. False figures have floated up from local 
agencies. You should trust the state's figures. 
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« [Written Comment:] How did you gather the number of 4600 to 5100 weekday 
boardings? 


Canton Meeting 


Wednesday, 9 May 2001 
Offices of SCATS 
6 persons attending 


Comments Supportive of Rail/Transit 


« The plan to go through Hudson is good. This is an upscale community with lots of 
people working in Cleveland. There used to be eight trains a day, with stops at Harvard, 
Bedford, East 55" and the downtown Lakefront. There needs to be more than one place 
to pick up and drop off in a big city. 

« It would be good to have a place still connecting commuter rail to light rail. 


» Amtrak runs along that line that Hudson is on — why not have an Amtrak station there or 
somewhere else along the line? 
Questions of Clarification / Comments on the Study Process 


= You eliminated the Aurora rail line: what was the ‘fatal flaw’? 
=" How often would rail service run? 
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Insert Final Round M eeting Report (Available only in PageM aker or .pdf) 
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Report on CAC TRANS Public Meetings - Draft Preferred Alternative 


Summary 


More than 200 persons attended a series of four community meetings held in J anuary 2002 as part of 
the public outreach effort for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Invest- 
ment Study. These meetings were designed to evoke public comment regarding the highway, rail, 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and bus service 











elements outlined in the draft Preferred Alternative released 
by the Coordinating Committee for CAC TRANS. Where did MEETINGS: 
attendees 
Overall, the meetings generated comments that showed come from? & ) > 
the following sentiment regarding the draft alternative: He rs c S § 
¢ Some support for the entire package ra} 2 & 8 
* Many rail proponents Headcount. 58 98 35° «15 
¢ Some highway widening opponents  §~$ ————————————— 
¢ Localized opposition to rail & highway Total sign-up 46 0 78 3515. 
widening based on site-specific impacts 
Akron 8 2 1 
The four meetings took place in Cleveland's Slavic Village Bath 1 
neighborhood (J anuary 8, attendance approx. 60), Sie } : ; 
Cuyahoga Falls (J anuary 9, attendance 95), Brecksville Biiinswick { 
(J) anuary 10, attendance 35) and downtown Canton (J anu- Canton 1 7 
ary14, attendance 15). A total of 2,000 postcard meeting Cleveland 34 8 
notices were mailed in advance of the meetings. Sue halls Ue 
Ateach meeting, a briefing sheet and several other hand- fae ee i : 
outs were made available to meeting participants. A fifteen Kent 2 
minute presentation was given describing the elements of Mayfield Hts 1 
the preferred alternatives. The remainder of the scheduled Eee , d 
meeting time was dedicated to public comment and ques- N.Olmsted { 
tions (This report covers only the “public” side of discus- N.Royalton 1 
sion: it does not include the staff’s or consultants’ answers Newburgh His 3 
and responses to questions and comments). Besides See i ; : 
gathering written statements, the meeting facilitator para- Randolph / 
phrased all oral comments on large newsprint sheets, where | Ravenna 1 
they could be seen and confirmed for accuracy by each Sagamore Hills 2 
speaker. Shaker Hts 3 
Silver Lake 14 
On the next three pages are summaries of the comments sa aie 15 : 
and an issues chart that sketches a rough “opinion spread” Tallmadge 1 
evidenced from attendees’ presentations and writings. Uniontown 1 1 
Summaries are followed by the full transcription of com- WarrensvHts 2 
ments, written and oral. Appended are e-mailed or phoned wesiane d 
aes Willoughby Hls 1 
communications and about 30 written statements received CAC Agency 2 5 3 5 
at or after the meetings. The preponderance focus on rail. 
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Meeting #1, Cleveland: 
* 60 attendees, most from Slavic Village area 
* Overwhelming opposition to widening I-77, especially north of Harvard 
* Concern over impacts of closing Fleet Ave. exit ramp 
* Support for rail and express bus improvements 


Strong concerns were voiced regarding proposed highway widening on I-77, especially in the area 
immediately north of Harvard Avenue, and also to the potential removal of the Fleet Avenue exit ramp, 
based on what were perceived as negative influences on the Slavic Village neighborhood. Numerous 
references were made to the division of the neighborhood by highway projects in the 1950s. 

Those in attendance generally felt that getting more cars off the road should be an emphasis in plan- 
ning, and there was support voiced for commuter rail. Encouraging suburban growth, pollution from 
automobiles and trucks, the loss of green space, houses, quality of life and existing landscaping were 
all mentioned as concerns with the presented alternatives. The proposal to remove the Fleet Avenue 
off ramp was questioned or opposed. 


Meeting #2, Cuyahoga Falls: 
¢ 95 attendees 
¢ Focus on rail 
¢ Support & opposition about evenly divided 
¢ Proponents cite economic development, mobility choices, fewer cars 
on roads 
¢ Opponents cite high costs/low ridership 
¢ Silver Lake residents cite negative impacts, fear of freight traffic 


About half of the attendees at this meeting were from Cuyahoga Falls, Stow and Silver Lake (in about 
even numbers). A quarter of the attendees were from Hudson and Akron (equally divided), and the 
rest were from scattered locations, most in Summit County. 


Speakers at this meeting were fairly evenly divided between proponents and opponents of commuter 
rail proposals. Persons speaking in favor of commuter rail spoke of the need for travel mode choices 
in the future, and said they believe future conditions will make rail a more desirable option as auto 
travel gets increasingly difficult and expensive. Those that would like to see commuter rail imple- 
mented quickly cited congestion, pollution and economic development advantages. 


Many of those opposed to commuter rail cited a high cost-to-rider ratio. Some, though notall, Silver 
Lake residents were firm in their vocal resistance to commuter rail. Most voiced their fears that freight 
use of the tracks will occur once the tracks are improved, and some expressed suspicion that freight 
use is already being planned. They also expressed concerns about safety (e.g. access for emer 
gency vehicles), increased noise and a decrease in property values. 
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Meeting #3, Brecksville: 
¢ 35 attendees 
¢ Overwhelming support of rail proposals 
e Lukewarm to negative response to highway widening 
e Desire to add mode choices, reduce auto-dependency 


Attendees at this meeting were from scattered locations all over Cuyahoga County, from Cleveland to 
Parma to North Olmsted to South Euclid. A handful of attendees were from Summit County, and one 
attendee was from Medina County. Positive remarks and excitement about commuter rail were con- 
tained in most of the comments gathered at this meeting. Only two speakers said they thought people 
would not ride the train, or felt that the costs outweighed the benefits. Several speakers voiced oppo- 
sition to making highway improvements, with some urging that rail improvements be done before 
highway widening, “so that people will ride the train when the orange barrels go up.” A few speakers 
said they favored the entire package, including highway widening. Concerns were expressed that 
study's focus on longer-distance, 20-mile trips ‘caters to sprawl’ and said the focus should be greater 
density and less auto-dependency. 


Meeting #4, Canton: 
¢ 15 attendees 
¢ Supportive of rail 
¢ Supportive of rail to Canton 
¢ Questioned why rail not coming to Canton in first phase 


Most attendees at this meeting were from Stark County. The questions asked at this meeting ad- 
dressed a desire for more detailed information on how the Committee arrived at these alternatives. 
Questions regarding Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad were asked and it was suggested as an alter- 
native for immediate commuter rail use. Attendees cited positive effects on the business environment 
of a community when transit is implemented, and urged greater publicity on the comparable costs per 
rider of transit costs against the costs of fuel, parking and auto maintenance. In informal conversation 
before and after the meeting, several attendees expressed disappointment that the Draft Preferred 
Alternative called for commuter rail service to Canton later rather than sooner. 


On the next page is a Summary chart summarizing issues and opinions expressed in the meetings. 
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CAC TRANS Public Meetings, J anuary 2002 — Issue / Opinion Spread 3 


Topic(s) most frequently raised: 














Meeting #1, Cleveland (January 8) Highway widening, Slavic Village neighborhood north of Harvard 
Meeting #2, Cuyahoga Falls (Jan 9) Commuter rail service Tallmadge Avenue to Cleveland 
Meeting #8, Brecksville (Jan 10) Highway widenings, commuter rail & land use 
Meeting #4, Canton (Jan 14) Commuter rail, especially to Stark County 
LL 
ny * NB. 
= 6 = This is not a 
£ > S ect 
& ° a c scientific 
7] 3 = xe} ae 
Speakers’ or writers’ positions 3 > o cS public opinion 
on Draft Preferred Alternative: Oo ) a Oo survey, and 
should in 
A General observations, positive tone 5 oe be 
B_ General observations, negative tone 1 interpreted as 
a representation 
C Favorable - highway approach 1 1 OF es pine ever 
D Critical - highway approach 4 6 meres of the 
E Critical - site-specific hwy project 12 population 
at large. The 
F Favorable - choices, alternate modes 4 5 categories usted 
G Favorable - bus approach 1 2 | are not refined, so 
generalizations 
H_ Favorable - rail approach 7 16 6 2 may, Occur. 
| Favorable - extension to Akron/Canton 2 1 
J Critical - rail approach 10 2 
K_ Critical - site-specific rail impacts 6 





L_ Technical queries, suggestions & 


non-CAC related comments 5 4 7 7 




















Number of Comments Falling 
Generally into Categories A- K 


The issues chart above deals only with comments or written statements received or alluded to at public 
meetings held January 8, 9, 10 and 14, 2002. 


The comments reflect only what speakers chose to address in the moment, and do not represent the 
speakers’ whole opinion about all aspects of the Draft Alternative. A speaker who opposes commuter rail 
may favor the highway approach, but if s/he did not say so expressly, no mark is shown in Category C. 


A single speaker’s comments may be counted in two (and in one case, three) categories if those com- 
ments directly addressed more than one transportation mode or more than one of the categories A 
through K above. For instance, the person who said at the Brecksville meeting, “I’m glad we’re having 
rail, also for adding lanes” counts for one mark in Category C and another mark in Category H. 


Genevieve H. Ray / 23 January 2002 
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Public Meeting #1, Slavic Village 


Page 7-86 


Following the prepared slide presentation, additional information was presented by the project team 
regarding draft proposals specific to the Slavic Village neighborhood. Mostof the comments in the 


meeting focused on these proposals. 


¢ Adding one lane in each direction from Harvard north to the pedestrian bridge, these lanes to 


be added within right of way. 


¢ Adding one lane in each direction north of the pedestrian bridge by acquiring 30 feet of land on 
west and shifting the roadway west to avoid taking properties on the east of the current right-of- 


way. 
General Observations (Category B) 


If the emphasis of planning is just highway capacity, it 
could be at expense of neighborhoods. I’m sure that in 
the interests of proceeding with this process, you are 
now presenting this in the best light possible (e.g. no 
houses taken). But you admit that this is very difficult 
and maybe not possible. As Council president, | will 
have the opportunity to name Council members to the 
NOACA Board, and Mr. Rybka and Mr. Cimperman will 
be onNOACA Board, and they 

will be watching this issue. [Comments by Cleveland 
City Council President Frank J ackson] 


Critical - Highway Approach (Category D) 


| support the commuter rail component but adamantly 
oppose any lane widening of I-77. Lane increases hurt 
the city, create urban sprawl and destroy my neighbor- 
hood - No new concrete. Already when | ride my bike 
to Metro parks | have to cross 6 lanes of traffic on 
Harvard bridge to get to canal park - that’s already too 
much! Lane widening is “preferred” - for who? Not 
Cleveland residents! If commuters don'tlike conges- 
tion they can move into my neighborhood and get to 
downtown in 10 minutes by surface roads. Even if 
there are no “takings” additional lanes will harm my 
neighborhood and are unacceptable! - written: M.K., 
Cleveland [Also Category H] 


There was a study done of 70 metro areas where there 
was heavy investment of money in adding more 
highway lanes. It found that they still have congestion 
and that greater growth of lanes cost more money and 
resulted in more congestion. We're only making it 
easier for those who left the city to getin and out - but 
it's on the backs of this neighborhood. 


Critical - Site-specific Highway Project 
(Category E) 


We've made a big effortin this neighborhood to get 
landscaping and buffers. It sounds like this proposal 
would wipe out what we've done. Freeway projects in 
the 1950's hurt this community badly. This is the first 
time I’ve heard of big changes like closing a ramp or 
making a dead-end quiet street into a busy marginal 
road. I'm troubled - it feels like we’re back in the 
1950's. When does the City get a chance for more 
review? 


There should be an analysis on the impacts of your 
proposals on FleetAvenue. Forinstance, BF Goodrich 
is a major destination - we would need to know what 
the impacts would be if the ramp were removed. 


I'll be damned if | let you ruin Slavic Village. This 
proposal should not go to NOACA meeting J anuary 
18". We wanta copy of your report. We want you to 
slow down the process. [comments by City Council 
member Ed Rybka] 
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Critical - Site-specific Highway (E, cont’d) 


The Fleet Avenue off ramp is vital to the neighborhood. 
Semis use this ramp. 


I’m opposed to removing the ramp. Newburgh Hts. 
would be isolated. Emergency vehicles to St. Michael's 
use this ramp. Three lanes are sufficient. Use Broad- 
way as a good other place to move traffic. 


Regarding the service road instead of the ramp at 
Fleet: My concerns: would this be one lane or two? 
Would semis use the service road? This could ad- 
versely impact Independence Road. If there are two 
lanes, don’t we defeat the purpose of getting rid of the 
ramp? Regarding the walls and ODOT: you should 
find something that helps solve noise problems with 
doubles and two story houses - maybe trees? 


There are 11 houses on Independence Road: what 
happens to ourhouses? ODOT only owns about 10 
feet, and the County owns what we call the “garbage 
heap.” 


| live on Independence. Would St. J ohn’s be im- 
pacted? The few trees you're talking about are my 
view! In essence you would take our houses if there is 
a two-lane service road. Unsafe also. Who wants a 
freeway ora wall? 


Question ought to be getting more traffic off the roads. 
Pollution greater - need thick buffer of conifers, smoke 
just spills over and hangs there. Taking out trees 
between Harvard and Fleetis unacceptable. It's nowa 
disaster - don’t make it greater! 


We've sacrificed for Willow Freeway. Let suburbanites 
find some other way to get out of town. We’ve given 
our share. 


It doesn't take an engineer to see that widening the 
Fleet-Pershing stretch would require more room. The 
existing green space at the edge of the highway is not 
even 10 feet. Landscaping would be lost. In this 
neighborhood, we're working on parks, green space, 
quality of life. This plan undermines what we're trying 
to do. 


As opposed to adding additional lanes, a buffer could 
be added near on ramps to provide access to vehicles 
getting on to roadway. [written comment] 
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People from farther away will favor this highway widen- 
ing proposal. I’m disappointed that there’s no HOV 
lane recommendation. Ohio always studies this and 
then discards it. I’m discouraged. 


Favorable - Rail Approach (Category H) 


| support the rail recommendation, but not the highway 
recommendations. [Cleveland City Council member Ed 
Rybka] [Also Category D] 


The study didn’t look at origination of congestion - the 
Inner Belt may solve many problems. This neighbor- 
hood will support rail if you drop this part of study. If 
you drop the proposal to add lanes you'll get more 
support. [Also Category D] 


We have been hearing abouta railroad line - Akron to 
Cleveland. Do we need both? | think a railroad line 
would release a lot of road travel. [written comment] 


| will write by e-mail to request more information on 
commuter rail. There were too many neighborhood 
concerns this evening to make this an effective forum 
on this issue. My primary concern was on protection of 
right of way for future commuter rail, some of which is 
noton any of your maps. [written: D.D.] 


I’m a Councilman from the City of Bedford. Ideally, we 
should be getting cars off the roads. Urban rail system 
would work great. Summit County is ahead of us. RTA 
is against urban rail - this is our problem in Cuyahoga 
County. RTA is again cutting service in this corridor. | 
question whether there will be any ridership by the time 
they get around to building it. We need the rail sys- 
tem. Need to look at this transportation issue region- 
ally and make compromises. Need reliable, competent 
RTA. 


The rail station at East 88" and Union should be sited 
to serve both Akron and Aurora lines, use as focal point 
for community development. 


Favorable - Bus Approach (Category G) 


| support commuter rail and enhanced bus service. If 
we're spending $500 million to help people get out of 
Cleveland, we should bring those dollars back to help 
rail and bus projects. 
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Technical Queries, Suggestions & non-CAC-related comments (Category L) 


Before you can do I-77 widening you have to do 
bridges and inner belt. Is this 20 years? 


I’m here on behalf of State Representative J ohn 
Barnes, whose district includes Garfield Heights, 
Wards 1, 2, 3, and Mayfield Heights. He would like to 
have more information. I'd also like to say that you 
should have all of your presenters seated in the front of 
the room. 


Public Meeting #2, Cuyahoga Falls 


Question: ODOT will rebuild railroad bridges? 


How to disperse people and encourage economic 
developmentis what should be studied. 


ODOT needs better maintenance. We clean up litter. 
Are you talking abouta retaining wall or a sound 
barrier? Remember that this neighborhood was divided 
in its opinion of sound barriers. We get pollution and 
noise from the semis. 


With almost 100 persons filling the room, this meeting had the highest attendance of all four. The 
audience focused almost entirely on rail proposals, and was about evenly divided between proponents 
and opponents commuter rail as presented (some favored rail, but not this particular proposal). 


General Observations (Category A) 


I’m a Hudson resident who supports the study. It’s not 
just aboutrail. If you have ever doubted that we have 
traffic problems, come to Hudson/Twinsburg at rush 
hour. Bumper to bumper. Or add hours to your work 
day. This is a multi-modal comprehensive study. Get 
all the information, not just individual impulses. What 
is the likelihood of the extension to Canton. If it’s 
infeasible why spend money on repairs to this line 
(repairs appear to be going on now)? 


Sierra Club supports this proposal. 


My husband and | support this study fully - we have 
already written about our supportto Ms. Covington, cc: 
Hudson mayor. Commuter rail is particularly important 
in the scope of this study. It provides an alternative, a 
safety net to “evacuate” Cleveland (think 911, PATH, 
NYCTA, NJ T), and a way to integrate people with 
disabilities and the elderlies. Too bad ADA advocates 
and elderly advocates are not at this meeting. We 
volunteer to help drive some if needed, etc. Use us, let 
us know how we can help. | will meet with Mayor Krum 
to discuss. [written: I./C. K, Hudson] [Also Category H] 


| supportthis program. Itshould go forward to the next 
phase. 


General Observations (Category B) 


A ‘publicly-supported plan’ is one of your goals. I’m 
not sure how publicly supported this is. 


Favorable - Highway Approach (Category C) 


The rail is $171 million to construct, half from federal 
sources. If you getthis rail reconstructed, then there is 
an incentive to re-start rail for freight. If this requires a 
local tax increase, this may be money misspent. 
Dollars spent on buses and widening is not just a wish 
as railis. We already have big investments in high- 
ways - | Supportimprovements. Spending this much 
money for few riders doesn’t make sense. Buses are 
more flexible to responding to changing needs. You 
will see freight and it will be trash carried from Cleve- 
land to Hamilton County. For all of you people who like 
rail, I'll be glad to sell my condo - it’s 20 feet away 





from the tracks. You can deal with the noise. [Also 
The Akron Chamber of Commerce supports this Category G and Category] ] 
project. It will strengthen economic development 
opportunities. 
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Favorable - Choices/Alternative Modes 
(Category F) 


Americans are dependent on automobiles. Whatif the 
gas price goes to $3 or $5 per gallon? We need to do 
something now. We need a change of heart, need to 
put that option in place so people have a choice. 


As a resident of the CAC region, | fully support the 
proposal for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland commuter rail 
route. | am tired of having no option but to drive. | 
want the option of the train. The continued economic 
vitality of our region depends upon the development of 
a balanced, multi-modal transportation network that 
includes passenger rail. An array of transportation 
choices for area citizens means better mobility and 
better quality of life. [written: E.D.] [Also Category H] 


I’ve been going to AMATS meetings for years, some- 
times we don’thave a quorum. We can't build more 
roads — can widen a little, butcan’t build more. We 
need other options. This is a democratic process, get 
involved. This plan is for 10 years down the road when 
there are a lot more cars. 


I’m a rail fan - I’d like an alternative to driving to 
Cleveland. Butitseems crazy to try to force everyone 
to Cleveland. Don’t waste money at this scale. Why 
shift everyone to Cleveland from Akron? [Also Cat- 


egory J |] 


Favorable - Bus Approach (Category G) 


Why use trains if buses are underused? Graham 
Hudson, Steele’s Corners will see congestion. There 
has to be another reason for this proposal. Numbers of 
riders vs. costdon’tsupportthis proposal. Use $171 
million to provide free bus service. [Also Category J ] 


Favorable - Rail Approach (Category H) 


At6:15 a.m., | leave home in a white-knuckle drive to 
work (can take up to two hours, 1 hour 15 minutes on 
small roads - | now avoid |-271 and |-480). I’m in favor 
of commuter rail, butam concerned aboutthe reduction 
in number of trips. [a nearby person responded, It’s at 
leasta 45 minute drive. Back roads already have 
backups.] 
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I’m a believer in mass transit. Think about this region's 
economic health and as a place to live/work. To have a 
region, you need connection. Rail will help knit the 
region economically. There has to be support for 
commuter rail. 


I’m a Hudson resident who commuted to Cleveland for 
14 years with seven other employees from our area. 
We commuted on the Doodlebug. I’m in favor of rail. 
We need to do it to relieve the highways. 


| support the recommendations of this study’s rail 
proposals. Over 100,000 riders are now on the 
Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad. Future excursion 
service to Canton is compatible with commuter service. 
It's good to provide an alternative mode. 


I’ve been a commuter from Hudson to Cleveland for 13 
years. | would have used it +/- 3x/week if it had been 
available. Many friends still commuting have told me 
they would use it now. It does need to be relatively 
fast, however! [written: T.G., Hudson] 


Contrary to popular belief, not everyone in Silver Lake 
is opposed to the rail service. There is, indeed, a large 
segmentof the population who look forward and 
welcome this service. Silver Lake is a very self- 
centered community. These are the same people who 
had no qualms about spending a million and a half 
dollars on a sound wall!! - written: no name/address 


We looked at railroad through Kent - | like rail because 
itraises economic development opportunities. 
[Tallmadge Mayor Christopher Grimm] 


Does the $171 million call for all new equipment? You 
should look at rehabbing used equipment. Akron- 
Canton separate line should be considered. 


Pedestrian amenities are called fornear rail. | hope you 
will also include amenities for bicyclists, so we can ride 
the train. 


I’m a Stow resident familiar with commuter rail else- 
where. |’d rather have the opportunity to go 65 mph. 
Ideally, this would be a ribbon rail system, but that 
requires the horn to sound ateach intersection. With- 
out rail travel, you have to reach deeper in your pockets 
for other improvements. The roadbeds are already 
there. 
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Favorable - Rail Approach (H, cont’d) 


| live in Silver Lake, used to work at Firestone (38 
years). We rode to work as “share the ride.” This will 
eliminate a lot of cars. 


I’m a Stow resident tired of having no option other than 
my car. Commuter rail elsewhere has proven success- 
ful. The Ohio Association of Railroad Passengers’ 
statement fully supports rail option - it’s overdue, will 
give more choices, and will reduce congestion. Devel- 
opmentshould be focused around stations. [Full 
statement of Ed D’Amato on behalf of OARP is in the 
Appendix to this report] 


| have submitted a letter supporting the proposal to 
preserve rail corridor. It will result in regional economic 
development, and there is minimal risk to find out 
where to find local share. [Letter from Charles A. 
Nelson is in the Appendix to this report] 


Favor Extension to Akron/Canton 
(Category I) 


Extend service to downtown Akron early in project. 
There is an advantage of downtown-to-downtown travel 
and service to the Cleveland Hopkins airport. Future 
expansion of the commuter rail to Alliance and 
Massillon in Stark County. Reroute of freight trains via 
CSX and NS raillines in central Ohio to allow commuter 
railservice in Cleveland and reduce costs for a third 
main track. “Commuter rail Authority” should purchase 
(Amtrak) RR station in Canton. [written: D.M., 
Randolph] 


Downtown-to-downtown connection is important, and so 
is connection to the airport and then Kent, Alliance and 
Canton. You could reroute some freight traffic. 


Critical: Rail Approach (Category J ) 


Retired from Firestone. Tax Payer. Concerned over 
spending a lotof money which will benefit only a very 


few. What happened to share-the-ride to work? [written: 


B.K, Silver Lake] 


Your figures show $6.7 million operating costs. 40% of 
that means $2.9 million from the farebox. How will the 
deficit be made up if fewer people ride? Already the 
operating costs equal money we don't have (subsidy is 
needed). Infrastructure in Cleveland isn’t there the way 
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itis in Chicago, which has centralized transportation. No 
stop in Stow but! must help pay? We need more 
information. The figures don’tadd up, there are not 
enough riders, and we need better transportation infra- 
structure. 


| can't believe we're talking about 500 riders to provide 
railservice. $161,000 per person for people to ride. 
Operating costs: | don’t want this coming out of my 
taxes. | believe freight will take over. The sucking sound 
you hear will be money going to Cleveland. Ridiculous 
to spend over $2 million on a study for 500 people. 


Why has PB ignored AMATS board's desire to look at 
Kent? Did PB study the cost/benefit of a railroad line? 


How did you determine who would ride? People enam- 
ored of this as “big improvement” make a very big leap 
when you look at the low ridership numbers. It makes 
no significant impact until you spend a lot of money. 
Remember sales tax increase must be voted on. Why 
benefit a few people at the cost of many others? 


| do not feel this train is necessary. | have been a daily 
commuter for years and this train would not be a viable 
option. | would not commute in this mode because it 
wouldn’trun in the times | need. | start early and 
seldomly work late. | would then have to taxi home or 
getsomeone to get me, which would then make the cost 
savings null. | would also have to drive to the station 
which would not relieve the SR 8 traffic problem. | would 
never want to see this commuter line. [written, M.H.] 


See also statement read by Barbara J . Patrino at 
Cuyahoga Falls meeting: “COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE 
STATEMENT” (Michael . Patrino) is appended to this 
report. 
Critical - Site-specific Rail Impacts 
(Category K) 


I’m disillusioned that there has been no study of impacts 
on 1350 residents of Silver Lake. How will this few riders 
have an economic impact? Our questions are never 
answered. 


Is there any guarantee that there won't be freight at 
night, etc? Would cut off access to Silver Lake. This is 
very different from a couple of commuter trains a day. 
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Critical - Site-specific Rail Impacts (K, cont’d) 


I’m not opposed to rail per se, but the burden to Silver 
Lake is disproportionate to the benefits to our village - 
not opposed to rail perse. Residences don’tshow on 
your map; trains are right next to homes. At the 
Hudson/Rte 8 intersection there would be no emer- 
gency service access. The middle school is across the 
tracks. Your assessment should take into account 
these human impacts. The sound wall would be west 
of train, and sound would bounce off all the way to Kent 
and Stow! Too many things aren't “in the scope of the 
study.” Originate train in Hudson if they like it there - 
this is grossly unfair to Silver Lake. One solution has 
been foreclosed - the Kentalignment. This would have 
been good for Silver Lake, and would also help region. 


1. Why did Parson-Brinkerhoff fail to mail postcards 
about this meeting? 
2. Why is the consultant ignoring the vote of AMATS? 
3. Why are you ignoring all issues affecting Silver Lake 
Village (negative) 

- Safety concerns (close to house 30-50 feet) 

- noise problem (re: homes and ODOT sound wall) 

- no consideration of freight traffic on RR 
4. Existing industrial grade RR track c/o Kentis best 
solution (lowest cost, ready today, safety, noise prob- 
lems avoided. [written: R.L., Silver Lake] 


A major difference in this presentation is the number of 
rail trips a day. We haven't heard about noise - im- 
pacts on residences along the railroad line. This 
question has been asked repeatedly. Why send the 
train the extra distance to Cuyahoga Falls/Silver Lake if 
mostridership isn’tthere? Costcompared with actual 
impactis out of line. And reducing number of trips 
reduces usefulness. This sounds like an effort to make 
much ado aboutsomething that doesn’t make much 
sense. 


From the paper article you still haven't addressed 
concerns on the sound barrier and impact of said rail 
coming through Silver Lake. Every meeting you say 
you'll address that question and you don’t. [written: 
P.O., Silver Lake] 
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The impacts on Silver Lake are grossly unfair: (to the 
village residents). THE FOLLOWING MUST BE 
CONSIDERED: 

1) impact on middle school children to Roberts M.S. 
2) Impacton property values along rail line 

3) impact on sound in the village due to the location of 
the sound wall (ODOT). 

4) impacton homes along the rail line - some 35 feet 
away orless 

5) impacton EMS service when trains cross Rt. 59, 
Hudson Drive and Graham 

Road cutting off access to hospitals. [written: G.S., 
Silver Lake] 


Technical Queries, Suggestions, etc. 
(Category L) 


How will this be paid for? One-fourth of a percent of 
our Sales tax is what people have talked about. Many 
public needs need to be served with limited dollars. 
We need more details so we can think carefully about 
how to allocate public money. AMATS has asked that 
the Kent rail alignment be studied further. [Silver Lake 
Mayor Mendenhall] 


How will the rail be funded? How do we know that an 
extension to Canton is beyond the possible scope if we 
haven't established the funding source? [Cuyahoga 
Falls Mayor Don Robart] 


You had a slide showing that Cleveland would need to 
re-order priorities in order to do these projects. What 
does this mean? 


I’ve been a proponent of commuter rail and | live 100 
yards from tracks. Whatis to prevent METRO from 
allowing freight? 
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Public Meeting #3, Brecksville 
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General support for rail and transit proposals was voiced at this meeting, with a number of speakers 
addressing their perceptions of the relationship between highway widenings and the likely success of 


commuter rail. 
Favorable - Highway Approach (Category C) 


I’m glad we're having rail, also for adding lanes. [Also 
Category H] 


Critical - Highway Approach (Category D) 


I’m excited about this whole package. Interested in 
speed as it relates to safety. Important to get time 
comparable to driving. What kind of power system? 

J apanese or German systems have reverse polarity 
(maybe higher maintenance). Why so much emphasis 
on highway improvements? We have adequate high- 
way systems,at least east-west. [Also Category H] 


We're reinventing the wheel. All the infrastructure was 
there. Notenough money is being spenton rail - 
highway widenings just end up with more congestion. 
I’m a conservative Republican, and | own a body shop. 
| should be in favor of more highways -- but I’m not. 
[Also Category H] 


Opposed to spending this much money on highway 
improvements. Focus of study on 20 mile trips seems 
supportive of sprawl. We're talking about catering to 
sprawl vs. more density, less auto dependency. 


Opposition to spending highway money. Congestion is 
notnecessarily a problem. Better to encourage choice. 
There should be much more emphasis on land use, 
dense developmentat stations, not big park and ride 
lots. Travel time savings? 5 minutes for $500+ million? 
Good travel choices and good land use will make 
people switch. (A nearby speaker said, “Il agree with 
the lastcomments.”) [Also Category F] 


Favorable - Choices/Alternative Modes 
(Category F) 


I’m interested in rail and in more choices. We should 
be advocating with public officials for better land use - 
to change future reality to more choices. 


Transit, like highways is likely to spur development. If | 
were a developer I'd build near a rail station. It’s 
axiomatic thatas we reduce congestion we lower 
chance for rail. We dig our own hole by making 
highway improvements. [Also Category D] 


It's a positive approach to have less dependence on 
auto also responsiveness to environment (e.g. staying 
away from Cuyahoga Valley). Whatincentives might be 
considered to encourage use of non-highway options? 
Whatrail frequency? 


Favorable - Bus Approach (Category G) 
Reverse-commute express bus schedule Cleveland to 
Bedford. Could this be extended to Macedonia and 
Hudson? There's a lot of warehouses where transit 
dependent people work. 


Favorable - Rail Approach (Category H) 


East Coast transit allows good use of time, important to 
my generation. Some cars have laptop hookup, etc. 
you can use, not waste time. 


Make rail improvements first. Then people will use it 
when the orange barrels go up. 


Most statements and questions tonight were about rail. 
May indicate a high interest in commuter rail. If you 
develop a good service for all people, you would have 
growing ridership. Would rail run from Tallmadge 
Avenue to Cleveland? 


Critical: Rail Approach (Category J ) 


| live in Hudson - definitely can attest to congestion. 
Who will ride this train? Why commuter rail in study? 
Are cars and waiting areas accessible to wheelchairs, 
etc.? Is the reason for commuter rail because the 
tracks exist? 


How do you get the number of riders? My guess is 
that no one in this room will ride. 
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Technical Queries, Suggestions, etc. 
(Category L) 


On the Wheeling from Bedford to Glenwillow are four 
trains per day. Did you consider passenger trains to 
Solon along this line? 


Telecommunications is one way to cutcongestion. 


Whatare operating costs for highway (per lane mile, 


? 
annualaverge) Did the study look at access to the Akron-Canton 


$171 million - buys what? Airport? 
What were key origins and destinations? Whatpercent = Whatis the attitude of City of Bedford? Where would 
go there? station be? 


Public Meeting #4, Canton 


The Canton meeting had the fewest in attendance. Most questions and comments were about rail 
proposals and about how information for the study was developed. There was marked interest in 
whether the line could be extended to Canton, as well as interest in an extension to Canton by the 


Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad. 


Favorable - Rail Approach (Category H) 


No amount of money is enough to solve congestion. 
I’m a business person and | see where transit helps 
improve the business environment. We need to starta 
commuter rail system. 


I'd like more information about parking in center cities. 
What's the comparable cost of rail vs. driving your car? 
It's easier for me to drive to the Rapid -- maybe park at 
the municipal lot -- then take the train right in to 
Cleveland's central business district than itis for me to 
look fora parking spotdowntown. More people need 
to realize this -- this is one of the selling points for rail. 


Favor Extension to Akron/Canton 
(Category I) 


Would coming to Canton be easier if you didn’t have to 
build the fly-over bridge between Tallmadge Avenue 
and Akron downtown? 


The Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad has a continuous 
route from Akron to Canton. What's their holdup? Why 
notuse this line for commuter? Couldn't western route 
give you an express route? What's your goal: move 
people faster or move more people? 


Technical Queries, Suggestions, etc. 
(Category L) 


How did you arrive atridership numbers? Overall and 
by station? 


Commuter rail Akron-Canton - whatare estimated costs 
and demand? 


How many cars can use one highway lane? Your figure 
gives me 33 cars/minute. | can’t believe this is really 
true. 


Significance of study area boundary map - did this 
affect study results? Does it represent or relate to how 
you calculate demand? Safety, mobility, congestion - 
how is safety improved by your proposals? 


Whatline will the Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad 
[CVSR] use? 


Does Metro own CVSR line through the Akron “Y"? 
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Communications via mail, phone or e-mail 


Subj: Excellent Suggestion 

Date: 1/8/02 2:15:26 PM Eastern Standard Time 
From: Mike.Clark@shiplogix.com (Mike Clark) 

As a professional working in the transportation industry 
and someone who has had the benefit of living in and 
utilizing Europe's excellent rail system | am highly 
supportive of the idea of the commuter rail line linking 
Akron and surrounding communities to Cleveland. 


Continuing to build more and more highways will not 
solve our problems and having a commuter rail line will 
help keep the Northeast Ohio area free from the con- 
gestion that so many other communities like Seattle, 
Chicago and Boston experience. 


Itis advantageous on so many levels-it encourages 
growth in the communities it would serve, itis environ- 
mentally friendly, it allows lower income, fixed income, 
and others such as the elderly who may be incapable 
of driving to move around the region. 


This is a visionary plan that should be implemented so 
that the long term benefits begin accruing as soon as 
possible. The simple facts are that rail transportation 
works and we should embrace the opportunity to utilize 
it to the betterment of our community. 


| hope this study gets the support it deserves, and we 
take the principles contained in itand implement them 
so that all of us in Northeast Ohio can share the ben- 
efits. 


Subj: Rail proposal 
Date: 1/11/02 3:45:15 PM Eastern Standard Time 
From: §Conwayguy (J imIngram) 


| am strongly for a rail line between Cleveland, Akron 
and Canton. | would like to see it go to Cincinnati and 
Pittsburgh, too. Rail allows commuters to arrive at 
work rested rather than stressed out from fighting auto 
traffic and is more enviornmentally friendly. Please, 
let's get this started and completed. 


Subj: Rail Proposal Good Idea 

from Shawn Hanlon, Hudson OH by phone 1/14/02 
Rail is needed because the age and population are 
explosing. Look athow many SUVs, with a single 
driver, are on the road. This is economical. 
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Subj: Commuter rail system 
Date: 1/10/02 6:35:39 PM Eastern Standard Time 
From: GCB329 (Gerald Bott) 


There really isn’t much to say about a commuter rail 
system linking Akron and Cleveland, other than itis 
long overdue. Itis time we joined other major metro- 
politan areas that make use of mass transit. The Metro 
in the Washington, D.C. area is just one example of a 
well run system. This system can be used not only for 
commuting workers, but also by those who travel to 
Cleveland for sporting events, concerts, etc. Build it, 
and we'll use it. 


Subj: My Comments 

Date: 1/11/02 8:16:45 AM Eastern Standard Time 
From: joseph.loucek@epa.state.oh.us (J oseph Loucek) 
Hello. Unfortunately, my schedule prevents me from 
being able to attend the public meeting. Please 
consider this my public comment. 


| believe your study is long overdue. Since Ford, 
Standard Oil, and Firestone systematically disas- 
sembled almost all the trolley systems in the United 
States, we have been on a downward spiral. 


The ridiculous amount of money spent annually on road 
repairs by ODOT is demonstrating to be counterpro- 
ductive. 


| just heard on the news this morning they expect to 
spend BILLIONS of dollars repairing the innerbeltin 
Cleveland. 


| look forward to the opportunity this project will provide 
to avoid some of the traffic we currently encounter. 


Subj: Comment 

Date: 1/11/02 6:57:09 AM Eastern Standard Time 
From: michael.hayes18@gte.net (Michael Hayes) 

| would definitely use rail service between Akron and 
Cleveland. | would hope that part of any proposal 
would include secure parking atthe park-and-ride 
stations. (I don’t know if you are involved in any of the 
studies for proposed service between Cleveland and 
Columbus, but! would also use the train between 
Akron and Columbus.) 
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Mail, phone or e-mail (cont’d) 


Subj: Comments 

Date: 1/11/02 6:57:09 AM Eastern Standard Time 
From: michael.hayes18@gte.net (Michael Hayes) 
| would definitely use rail service between Akron and 
Cleveland. | would hope that part of any proposal 
would include secure parking atthe park-and-ride 
stations. 


| don’t know if you are involved in any of the studies for 
proposed service between Cleveland and Columbus, 
but! would also use the train between Akron and 
Columbus. 


Subj: My comments 

Date: 1/9/02 9:00:59 AM Eastern Standard Time 
From: dxd35@po.cwru.edu (David Dean) 

Dear CAC Organizers and Parsons Brinckerhoff Staff, 


| attended last night's meeting at St. Michaels Hospital 
Guild Hall to learn about commuter rail. | did learn 
about the CAC proposal that will be submitted J an 18. 
Itis disappointing to hear that only 20% of what was 
presented as a “rail” proposal ($85.5M of $400M in 
each of 2 phases) will actually be used for rail develop- 
ment, with the rest going to highway improvements. 


| have looked atthe CAC webpage and am surprised 
that a 50 mph rail is proposed to be the founding North- 
South commuter rail line in Ohio? Why nota fast train at 
least equivalent to the East Coast Amtrack trains or, 
even better, like those in Europe? It is equally surpris- 
ing that this line is being developed with the expecta- 
tion of only 2000 riders a day. Perhaps ridership would 
improve if it were better connected to existing light rail, 
the airports, and national train routes? Itseems more 
appropriate to present rail as reducing the need for 
bringing cars into the city (park and drive) or buses 
(Euclid Corridor). 


Last night's report was a major update to the NEORail 
study. My only information on that is www.pb4d.com/ 
neorail/. That webpage is badly out of date. The most 
recent event foreshadowed on that webpage is summer 
2000, so itis roughly 2 years out of date. Are there 
other groups, other than CAC, coming out of that study 
that will make similar proposals to the Federal Authori- 
ties for new commuter rail service? 
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Having just learned about the NEORail study, | am 
surprised that itdoes notinclude more input from 
GCRTA. Given that Beachwood will soon begin building 
a community center on the Shaker Rapid (Shaker Blvd) 
median, effectively ending the possibility of a 271/ 
Green Line park and drive and its continuation out to 
Gates Mills. Why is it nota priority for GCRTA and 
NOACA to preserve existing commuter and light rail 
right of ways? The NEORail and CAC studies seem to 
rely heavily on taking over commercial right of ways 
and appear ignorant of the light rail/commuter train right 
of ways that were built into the plans for the City of 
Cleveland as it expanded in the first half of the 20th 
century. Other ignored, but precious, light rail right of 
ways are the corridor from Van Aken/Chagrin up 
Northfield to the up and coming Chagrin Highlands/ 
BioEnterprise (Biopark) area and thatleading up Euclid 
Hts Blvd to Coventry. It seems likely that these right of 
ways will be developed for non-transit related uses if 
NOACA, GCRTA, and the surrounding communities do 
not begin discussions soon. 


Where can! get more information on the current status 
of the NEORail study, funding efforts, and public 
hearings that will concentrate on rail issues? 


Subj: Downtown Cleveland 
Date: 1/14/02 9:41:21 PM Eastern Standard Time 
From: I-mclaughlin@webtv.net (Linda McLaughlin) 


When looking aa map of the Greater Cleveland, there 
is something wrong with the picture. Why does the 
west side, which is smaller, have more and easier ways 
to get downtown? Then people wonder why I-77 gets 
so crowded.Will there ever be an easier way to get 
downtown Cleveland from the east side if you don't live 
near|-90? 


Sent to Innerbelt Study e-mail, forwarded to 
CAC Subj: Alternative3 

From: robertbobathome@aol.com (Robert Biederman) 
| Believe itis not nessary to put extra lanes on inter- 
state 77 from Newburg to Woodland Avenue entrance. 
The biggest problem with traffic backup is at the 
entrance to the innerbelt where I-77 I-71 I-90 all merge 
together in the St.Vincentarea. 
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8.0 METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANZIATION (MPO) ACTIONS 
8.1 Akron Metropolitan Area Planning Study (AMATS) 


On March 25, 2002 the AMATS Policy Committee passed the following motion. No official 
resolution is available at this time. Below is the language and details of the motion. 


Please be advised that the AMATS Policy Committee passed the following motion at its 
March 27, 2002 meeting: 


"The AMATS Policy Committee go on record as not supporting the recommended commuter 
rail element and that it be removed from the emerging locally preferred alternative of the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland Interregional Travel Corridor Major Investment Study, as it relates to 
the AMATS area." 

The motion passed 23-4. There were two abstentions. 

The AMATS Staff plan on bringing the CAC MIS Final Report before the Policy Committee in 
May. The resolution to adopt the final report will include a caveat containing the 
aforementioned motion. 


8.2 Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) 


A presentation will be made to the Board on May 11, 2002 


8.3 Stark County Area Transportation Study (SCATS) 


A presentation will be made to the Policy Committee on May 20, 2002 
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January 15, 1998 


“MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
FOR A 

“MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
“IN THE 


-CANTON/AKRON/ CLEVELAND INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


WHEREAS, an Interregional Travel Corridor linking Canton, Akron 
and Cleveland frequently experiences traffic congestion and 
related safety problems on major highway facilities, and 


WHEREAS, this congestion contributes to regional air quality 
problems in an area that has recently attained the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone and has been redesignated 
as a maintenance area, and : 


WHEREAS, an increase in trip-making between the major populations 
centers in this Travel Corridor is expected in the future, and 


WHEREAS, multiple counties and transit authorities, three Metro- 
politan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and numerous local, state 
and federal political jurisdictions represent this area includ- 
ing: 


Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study 

Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency 

Stark County Area Transportation Study 

Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority 

METRO Regional Transit Authority 

Stark Area Regional Transit Authority 

Ohio Department of Transportation-Columbus Central Office, 
District 4, District 12 


WHEREAS, the transportation issues related to the Canton/Akron/ 

Cleveland Interregional Travel Corridor clearly represent a need 
to examine multimodal and intermodal alternatives including, but 
not limited to, highway, mass transit and passenger rail and for 
a high degree of interregional coordination and cooperation, and 


WHEREAS, a Major Investment Study (MIS) must be conducted before 
federal funds can be expended on major capital improvements to 
meet anticipated travel demand in the corridor and offer addi- 
tional transportation options, as required by the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) regulations, and 


2 
WHEREAS, federal regulations state that a MIS shall lead to 
decisions by the MPO, in cooperation with participating agencies, 
on the design concept and scope of ‘the improvement and in the 


development or refinement of the Long Range Transportation Plan, 
and a 


WHEREAS, a MIS has already been completed and approved for a 
portion of this corridor between Akron and Canton and several 
transportation improvements have been recommended. 


Now, therefore, be it resolved by the signators to this agree- 
ment, that we hereby agree to the following: 7 


Section 1, The following parties agree to form a Coordinating 
Committee to undertake a Major Investment Study (MIS), as 
required by the US Department of Transportation, in an Interre- 
gional Travel Corridor which links the three major northeast Ohio 
population centers of Cleveland located in Cuyahoga County, Akron 
located in Summit County and Canton located in Stark County: 


Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study 

Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency 

Stark County Area Transportation Study 

Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority 

METRO Regional Transit Authority 

Stark Area Regional Transit Authority 

Ohio Department of Transportation-Columbus Central Office, 
District 4, District 12 


Section 2. Policy and technical direction provided by the MIS 
Coordinating Committee shall consider the process required for 
final adoption of the MIS Study and provide for interim AMATS, 
NOACA and SCATS Board approvals of key study milestones. 


Section 3, The MIS Coordinating Committee shall provide policy 
and technical direction to, and formally approve/accept, work 
products generated by the CAC MIS and to review the selection 
process for third party contracts awarded in conjunction with the 
MIS. 


Each Coordinating Committee member is entitled to one (1) vote in 
all matters to be decided by the MIS Coordinating Committee. The 
MIS Coordinating Committee shall also include the Portage Area | 
Regional Transportation Authority as a'non-voting member. The 
MIS Coordinating Committee may include additional non-voting 
members as determined by a majority vote of the voting member- 
ship. : 


3 


A Chairperson for the MIS Coordinating Committee shall be 
selected from among the voting members by a majority vote of the 
membership. 


Section 4. The METRO Regional Transit Authority will be 
responsible for the receipt and disbursement of all local, state 
and federal funds, grants, etc. which shall be made available for 
the MIS. METRO shall also appoint, with the advice of the MIS 
Coordinating Committee, a project manager to manage the technical 
aspects of the MIS. 


Section § Local official and citizen input on the conduct of the 
MIS shall be obtained through a “scoping” process to identify the 
problem(s) to be solved by the MIS, determine the limits of the 
study area, the extent of analyses, evaluation criteria, range of 
alternatives, general assignment/design concept, the degree of 
travel demand management and operating conditions as appropriate. 


The MIS Coordinating Committee will prepare a statement which 
defines the transportation problem(s) to be evaluated and the 
corridor to -be studied after considering local official and 
citizen input. 


Section 6. The work products generated by the MIS, subject to 
formal approval/acceptance by the Coordinating Committee, shall 
include, but not be limited to, the Scope of Work utilized to 
solicit consultant assistance in the conduct of the MIS, Project 
Management Plan, Plan for Public Involvement, Final Definition of 
Alternatives, Evaluation Methodology, Financial Plan and reports 
which detail the potential impact of various alternatives on the 
Environment (socio-economic, safety and security, neighborhoods, 
air quality, ecosystems, etc.) and the Transportation Systems. 


Section 7. The MIS Study shall take into account recommendations 
from the I-77 MIS: Stark/Summit Counties. The preferred alterna- 
tive in the I-77 MIS includes adding lanes to I-77 between US 30 
and Arlington Road and various other recommendations including 
investigating - the possibility of implementing commuter rail 
service. 


‘Section 8. The powers and authority of each of the signators to 
this agreement shall in no way be compromised or diminished by 
participation in this process or as party to this Agreement. 


4 
Executed and agreed upon by the signators herein shown: 
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ATTACHMENT B: 
Scoping Meeting Material and Summary of 
Comments 


CANTON - AKRON - CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Public Scoping Meetings 


January 12 & 13, 1999 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 


Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study - Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority 
METRO Regional Transit Authority - Portage Area Regional Transit Authority 
Stark Area Regional Transit Authority - Stark County Area Transportation Authority 
Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency - Ohio Department of Transportation 


CANTON - AKRON - CLEVELAND 
INTERREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


‘Scoping Meeting 
Agenda 


1. Purpose of the Major Investment Study 

2. The Major Investment Study Process 

3. Study Area Boundaries/Discussion of Problems 
4, Alternatives to be Considered 

§, Evaluation Criteria 

6. Next Steps of this Study 


“7 Stakeholder Comments and Discussion 
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‘COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 


‘METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS 


Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) 
Ken Hanson 


‘Stark County Area Transportation Study (SCATS) 
Paul Jaeger 


‘Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) 
Steve Jones 


“REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITIES 


Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA) 
Richard Enty 


METRO Regional Transit Authority METRO) 
Robert Pfaff 


Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority (PARTA)* 
Dennis Solensky . 


‘Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA) 
John Bell 


‘OHIO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


‘Ohio Department of Transportation - District 4 
Jacob Wang 


‘Ohio Department of Transportation - District 12 
John Motl 


Ohio Department of Transportation - Office of Public Transportation 
Jerry Workman 


* Non voting member 
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‘THE MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY (MIS) 
What is a Major Investment Study? 


The MIS is a decision making tool for improving transportation in metropolitan areas. The 
regulations promulgated by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act ISTEA) 
made the MIS an integral part of the metropolitan area’s long range transportation planning 
process. The MIS provides a focused analysis and evaluation of the mobility needs and 
related problems of a corridor. The MIS will identify a number of multimodal investment 
and policy options, develop measures of benefits and impacts as well as financial 
requirements. The MIS process results in decisions regarding what major transportation 
investments will best correct the area’s transportation deficiencies. The direction and 
conduct of an MIS is to be decided locally by a cooperative and collaborative process. 


What is the MIS Process? 


Broadly defined, the MIS process identifies the problems, develops an initial set of 
alternatives for dealing with those problems, evaluates and narrows those alternatives and 
selects a Preferred Investment Strategy. Throughout the process is the requirement for a 
comprehensive public involvement process. The Canton-Akron-Cleveland MIS will follow 
that same process. 


Because an MIS is an integral part of the long range transportation planning effort, the 
Preferred Investment Strategy must be approved by the three Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPO’s) which represent the corridor. The MPO’s will include the 
investment projects as part of both their long range plans and eventually in their short term 
four year Transportation Improvement Programs, before any new construction can occur. 
As projects proceed through project development (environmental documentation, design, 
right-of-way acquisition and construction), further approvals will be required by one or 
more of the following Federal or State agencies - Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) - 
and bv the local communities directly involved. 


What is the Scoping Process? 


The intention of the scoping process is to define the fine line between establishing a broad 
enough array of reasonable alternative choices, and the need to not study unnecessary 
options. As part of the process, potentially affected parties have been invited to meet and 
help define the scope of the study. Federal guidelines call for this to occur early in the 
process, either before or at the initiation of the technical studies. The main considerations 
in the scoping process are: 1) determining the geographic limits of the study area, 2) 
outlining the problems, 3) defining an initial broad range of alternatives, and 4) defining the 
criteria used to evaluate the alternatives. As the technical studies proceed, additional 
alternatives or criteria may become evident and these will be brought before the public for 
their response. | 


PRELIMINARY PROBLEM STATEMENT FOR THE CORRIDOR 


Northeast Ohio is a growing and vibrant region compnssed of three metropolitan areas situated 
around the major population centers of Canton, Akron and Cleveland. The metropolitan areas 
are in close proximity to each other and experience significant overlap in their commuter 
sheds and other interregional trips. The main transportation link connecting the metropolitan 
areas is Interstate 77 (I-77) going from downtown Canton, around the south and west sides of 
Akron and north to downtown Cleveland. A second major route utilizes I-77 from downtown 
Canton going north to Akron where it connects with State Route 8 and proceeds north to I- 
271 then connects via I-480 to I-77 into downtown Cleveland. 


The Canton, Akron and Cleveland metropolitan areas continues to experience extensive 
suburban growth, which has increased traffic and reduced the levels of service on these major 
routes. It is one of the most congested corridors in Ohio. With over 100,000 vehicles 
operating on segments of I-77 in a twenty-four hour period, it has one of the highest accident 
rates of all Northeast Ohio freeways (2.07 accidents per 1 million vehicle miles of travel). 
According to the 1990 Census, 27,051 people travel daily into Cuyahoga County from 
Summit County and 9,737 individuals travel the reverse direction daily from the Cleveland 
area into the Akron area. In Cuyahoga County, the I-77 Kingsbury Viaduct carries 87,000 
vehicles in a twenty-four hour period, and the I-77 bridge over I-480 carries 109,000 vehicles 
in the same period. The four-lane section of I-77 between Copley Road and State Route 21 
carried nearly 70,300 cars per day. Between Summit and Stark Counties, 15,906 people 
travel north daily into the Akron area and 6,627 travel south daily into the Canton area. 
According to ODOT’s MIS of 1-77 between Canton and Akron, that section of roadway is the 
most congested area of freeway in Stark County. 


‘An ODOT District 4 1996 traffic survey shows that traffic along State Route 8 between State 
Route 303 and ]-271 has vehicle counts of between 35,700 and 46,800 per day. This results 
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in all the intersections operating at a level of service which on average, fails. The rate of 
2.36 is significantly high and was a major reason the proposed improvements on State Route 
8 moved significantly up the ODOT major new construction program ranking system to tier Il 
(active ODOT transportation projects in the planning/development stage.) 


The resulting deterioration of service on the existing freeway system is shown in the attached 
Figure, Proposed Study Area. The extensive prevailing north-south highway levels of service 
below C are evident (level of service C is the lowest acceptable ODOT where traffic remains 
free flowing but movement between lanes is constrained). Improvement in inter-metropolitan 
travel is critical to the future economic strength and quality of life of the region. 


ALTERNATIVES TO BE CONSIDERED 


The MIS is required to evaluate a broad range of alternatives, although no specific 
mandatory set is required by the Federal regulations. The scoping process is intended to 
identify an initial set of alternatives. Two terms describe the character of the alternatives 
the design concept and the scope. The design concept refers to the kind of improvement, 
such as an added freeway lane or a transit center. The scope refers to the magnitude and 
extent of the project such as number of lanes or parking capacity. The general design 
concept is usually the level of detail defined at the scoping stage of the study. The 
following represents a preliminary set of alternatives to be finalized prior to initiating the 
technical studies. Again, as the technical studies proceed, additional alternatives may 
become evident and these will be brought before the public for their response. 


Do Nothing Alternative - Undertake no major improvements in the study corridor. This 
assumes that all of the planned and committed projects in the corridor will adequately 
resolve the corridor’s transportation problems. 


Transportation Demand Management - Undertake management improvements to the 
existing system such as High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, ride sharing, van 
pools or congestion pricing 


Transportation Systems Management (TSM) - Undertake moderate capacity Improvement 
projects to the existing system. The alternatives being considered could include 
park- and-ride lots, operational improvements around major highway interchanges, 
especially in the areas of I-77 north of 1-480 in Cuyahoga County and at I-77 and 
State Route 18 (West Market Street) in Summit County, where Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) are being considered. 


Build Alternatives - Construction of major new capacity projects. The following 
summarizes the preliminary options considered for this study 


° Additional lanes in Cuyahoga County on I-77 from Pleasant Valley Road south to the 
Summit County border. 


x) Improvements to I-77 at State Route 8 in connection with TSM alternatives 


Incorporation of the recommendations of the I-77 MIS in Stark and Summit 
Counties. 


° Additional lanes in Summit County on I-77 from Copley Road to the State Route 2] 


e ‘New commuter rail service between Canton and Cleveland following the 
recommendations of the NEOrail study (two alternatives). 


@ ‘Transit center near I-77 and State Route 82 


e Additional lanes on State Route 8 from SR 303 to I-271, including any necessary 
lanes on 1-271. 


Other alternatives developed during the scoping process and during the study. 


“EVALUATION CRITERIA 


During the course of the study the alternatives will be screened, perhaps several times, to 
eliminate impractical options and to ultimately select the Preferred Investment Strategy, 
likely consisting of a number of projects. The screening and selection will take place by 
determining how the alternatives perform relative to a common set of criteria. The 
following represents a set of criteria that could be used in the evaluation process. The 
criteria will be finalized using the input from the scoping meeting and updated as necessary 
during the technical studies. 


Changes in Transportation Service Levels 
‘Improvements in Mobility 

Congestion Reduction 

Travel Time Savings 

Costs 

° Community Impacts 

Economic Impacts 


Land Use Impacts 
Access to Employment Opportunities/Welfare to Work 
Environmental Impacts 
Air Quality Impacts 
Energy Impacts 
Impacts on disadvantaged groups (environmental justice issues) 
Consistency with Adopted Regional Transportation Goals of the three MPO’s 


PROJECT SCHEDULE 


The study schedule is envisioned to cover 18 months. This time includes four major tasks 
that represent major milestones in the process. 


. “Schedule in 

Study Component Months 
Selection of Technical Consultant ‘1-2 
‘Project Initiation & Development of Initial Alternatives 2-5 
‘Screening and Refinement of Alternatives 5-7 
Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives 7-13 


Selection of Preferred Investment Strategy 13 - 18 


‘Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Major Investment Study 


scoping Meetings 
Summary of Comments 


Scoping meetings were held in three locations within the corridor on January 12 and 13, 
1999. The purpose and requirements of the Major Investment Study were presented 
and input sought on following items: 


e The Statement of the Transportation Problems in the Corridor, 
° Study Area Boundaries, 
Alternatives to be Considered, 
« Criteria Used to Evaluate Alternatives. 


Additionally, survey forms were provided which could either be filled out and returned at 
the meeting or mailed in at a later date. A summary, by location, of the comments and 
discussion follows: 


‘Tuesday January 12, 1999 7:30 AM 
University of Akron, Akron, Ohio 


‘It was brought up that Noise Abatement should be part of the evaluation criteria, from 
the beginning, in order to avoid ending up with less than optimum solutions. The design 
of noise barriers should also be considered. 


The idea of “education linkages” was brought forth, to study the commuting 
relationships between Cleveland State University, Kent State University, and the 
University of Akron. 


There was extensive discussion regarding including State Route 43 as part of the study 
area. It was felt that State Route 43 has importance to the Study because it is part of 
the National Highway System and is one of three major north south corridors with 
substantial impact on the State Route 8 corridor. It was pointed out that significant 
numbers of people commute to Canton, Akron and Cleveland from western Portage 
County and State Route 43 is highly congested as a consequence. The concern was 
raised that improvements to State Route 43 may be delayed if it was not included in the 
Study and that the avenue to Federal funds for the improvements would be blocked. 
This study will not hamper the ability of a State Route 43 project from obtaining Federal 
funds. 


‘It was questioned why the commuter rail lines to be included as alternatives were 


“Outside of the Study area boundaries and, additionally, was commuter rail actually being 
considered outside the study area boundaries. 


‘Wednesday January 13, 1999 7:30 AM 
independence Holiday Inn, Independence, Ohio 


‘It was questioned whether a MIS was conducted for State Route 8 south of | 271 or if it 
went forward. The group was informed that the MIS was never conducted. 


Attendees generally agreed that the MIS is very large, complex and unique compared 
to others. The size of the Study area calls for more involvement in land use and 
development issues than previous studies. It was questioned why the study area was 
So broad. 


There was some discussion that recognized that ultimately the solution would be 
constrained by the reality of fiscal restraints, but it was proposed that initially a 
“visioning” process could take place that would give people an opportunity to think 
regionally. It was generally advocated that impacts on regional development (e.g. smart - 
growth and urban sprawl were mentioned) should be apart of the process. 


It was unanimously agreed that I-77 north of 1-480 is a problem area. It will not be 
known for about six months what affects the Jennings Freeway will have on alleviating 
some of the |-77 congestion north of I-480. Demand Management was held out as a 
possible solution to investigate. A discussion ensued in which the difficulty of 
implementing any highway Build Alternatives. 


It was pointed out that the attention is all on passenger demand and that there was no 
mention of freight traffic and congestion into and out of freight hubs. A recent Greater 
Cleveland Growth Association Study was proposed as a framework for including freight 
issues. 


There was concern that the process involves too long of a time frame, particularly that it 
Could stall other planning efforts, roadway improvements and the Phase II of NEORail 
[a regional commuter rail Study]. Since the commuter rail alternatives are a part of this 
MIS, much of that concern was alleviated, however, a short range strategy, perhaps a 
concurrent one, was advocated by some. It was stated that if this was private industry, 
the decisions would never take this long to make. It was discussed that there are fast 
track methods which would likely entail not using Federal funds. There was concern 
over the costs of commuter rail and the long implementation period. 


It was questioned how the technical studies would combine the three MPO systems 
(expensive and time consuming) or if only a sketch planning system would be used. 


Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) was promoted as a possible solution and it was 
mentioned that a lot of regional expertise is now being developed in this area. 


Wednesday January 13, 1999 2:00 PM 
Canton City Hall, Canton, Ohio 


The initial concern was whether this MIS would slow down the already planned 
improvements to !-77 in Stark County that are part of an approved MIS for the I-77 
section in Stark County . There was general agreement that this Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland MIS will not affect the already approved MIS for that portion of I-77. 


There has been a 12 year effort in Stark County towards instituting commuter rail and 
advocates were glad that commuter rail spawned the corridor long study and that two 
NEORail alternatives are within the corridor. There was concern over how commuter 
rail will be paid for. 


It was questioned how the MIS is funded The stakeholders were told that the study is 
funded by Federal, State and local funds 


The concern was raised over possible inflated ridership forecasts. It was stated that the 
chosen consultant would use numbers already generated and approved by the MPO’s, 
and the use of ridership forecasts would be overseen by the Coordinating Committee. 


‘It was confirmed that there would be an opportunity for public comment throughout the 
study process. 


Conclusion 


A range of issues and concerns were raised during the three Scoping Meetings. The 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland Coordinating Committee will take all of the comments __ 
expressed at the Scoping Meetings into consideration prior to releasing the Request for 
Proposals to select the project consultant. In addition, the scoping comments will be 
added to public input collected at the Public Meetings to be held throughout the study 
process. 


W:\5100800\scoping meeting\meet. summary. WPD 
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APPENDIX B: Coordinating Committee Information 


1. Summary of Coordinating Committee Meeting/Workshop Dates 


2. Coordinating Committee Member Information 
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CAC Coordinating Meetings and Workshops 


8 Meetings held in 1999 
12 Meetings held in 2000 


16 Meetings held in 2001 


Vv V WV WV 


1 Meeting held in 2002 


MPO Presentations 


January / February 2001 
May / June 2001 


November / December 2001 


Vv V WV WV 


January / February 2002 
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AGENCY 


AMATS 
KEN HANSON* 
JASON SEGEDY 


JOHN PALAGYI 


FHWA (non-voting member) 


MICHAEL ARMSTRONG 


GCRTA 


RICHARD ENTY* 


KENT STATE UNIV. (non-voting member) 


TOM CLAPPER 


METRO 
ROBERT PFAFF* 


KIRT CONRAD 


NOACA 
STEVE JONES* 


JOE COLE 


ODOT - DISTRICT 12 


JOHN MOTL* 


ODOT - DISTRICT 4 
BILL MURPHY* 


JOE DeFURIA 


ODOT - CENTRAL 
PAT PIKULA* 


NINO BRUNELLO 


PARTA (non-voting member) 


ADDRESS 


146 S. HIGH ST. 


200 N. HIGH ST. 


1240 W. 6TH ST. 


CAMPUS BUS SERVICE 


416 KENMORE BLVD. 


1299 SUPERIOR AVE. 


ADDRESS (cont.) 


CITICENTER SUITE 806 


1950 STATE ROUTE 59 


5500 TRANSPORTATION BLVD. 


705 OAKWOOD ST. 


1980 W. BROAD ST. 


2000 SUMMIT RD. 


JOHN DREW - Director; PARTA previously represented by Roger Bacon and Dennis Solensky 


SARTA 


JOHN BELL* 


SCATS 


PAUL JAEGER* 


UCD (non-voting member) 


GENEVIEVE RAY 


URS 
NEIL CHASE* 


1600 GATEWAY BLVD. SE 


201 THIRD ST. NE #201 


2828 EDGEHILL RD. 


800 W. ST. CLAIR AVE. 





AKRON 


COLUMBUS 


CLEVELAND 


KENT 


AKRON 


CLEVELAND 


GARFIELD HEIGHTS 


RAVENNA 


COLUMBUS 


KENT 


CANTON 


CANTON 


CLEVELAND HEIGHTS 


CLEVELAND 


STATE 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


OH 


ZIP CODE 


44308-1423 


43215 


44113-1331 


44240 


44301 


44114-3204 


44125-5396 


44266 


43223 


44240 


44707 


44702-1231 


44118 


44113 


PHONE 


(330) 375-2436 


(614) 280-6855 


(216) 566-5260 


(330) 672-7433 


(330) 762-7267 X3007 


(216) 241-2414 X280 


(216) 581-2333 X442 


(330) 297-0801 X311 


(614) 752-5742 


(330) 678-7745 


(330) 454-6132 X514 


(330) 438-0389 


(216) 371-3323 


(216) 622-2400 


FAX 


(330) 375-2275 


(614) 280-6876 


(216) 781-4726 


(330) 762-0854 


(216) 621-3024 


(216) 581-8650 


(330) 297-7886 


(614) 466-0822 


(330) 678-7751 


(330) 454-5476 


(330) 438-0990 


(216) 371-4024 


(216) 622-0123 
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C. PLANNING LEVEL STUDY REQUIREMENTS 


This section of the Final Report provides an overview of the Major Investment Study (MIS) 
process, showing how it fits into the overall decision-making process for transportation planning 
and project development, and explaining how a MIS represents good planning practice. A MIS is a 
corridor-level study that is part of the broader metropolitan transportation planning process of 
NOACA, SCATS, and AMATS. A MIS starts with the identification of the transportation problem(s) 
to be solved in at corridor, then examines a broad range of transportation strategies for addressing 
those problems. It concludes with the selection of a locally preferred alternative or strategy, which 
is then incorporated into each MPO’s transportation plan. Public officials and private citizens are 
involved throughout the process. 


A MIS also starts to fulfill certain Federal requirements that must be satisfied before a project is 
eligible for capital funding by FTA and FHWA. 


C.1 Major Investment Study Process 


The MIS process (see Figure C.1-1) begins with the identification of a corridor’s transportation 
problems. The study seeks to understand the root causes of these problems so that effective 
strategies for solving them can be identified and considered. 


Following this step is the development of potential strategies to help address the identified 
transportation problems (usually referred to as “alternatives”), examining various technologies, 
alignments, and financing options. 


The alternatives examined were: 


e No-Build (includes only projects already planned and/or committed to construction); 


e Transportation Systems Management/Travel Demand Management (includes relatively 
inexpensive projects or policy actions, such as improved traffic signal timing, or 
encouraging carpooling); 


e Roadway expansion; 

e Special-use lanes for high-occupancy vehicles such as buses and carpools; 
e Enhanced bus service; 

e Light rail transit; and 

¢ Commuter rail transit. 


The early alternatives were assessed first for their potential to satisfy a set of goals and objectives, 
and for any major obstacles to implementation. The alternatives surviving this early screening 
process were then developed in greater detail for a more thorough evaluation, including an 
assessment of costs and effectiveness as well as environmental impacts. 
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Figure C.1-1 


Major Investment Study Planning Process 
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* NEPA = the National Environmental Protection Act 
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Following the analysis and evaluation, a Locally Preferred Investment Strategy was selected for 
implementation, using evaluation criteria previously set forth. 


Extensive public and agency involvement will be solicited throughout the process. The CAC MIS 
conducted an extensive public involvement process described in Chapter 4 of this report and 
documented in Appendix L. The process included stakeholder interviews and four rounds of public 
meetings, among other public outreach activities. The results of the public involvement process 
were a major factor in the Coordinating Committee’s decision-making process. 


C.2 Federal Process 


Historically, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) used slightly different planning processes for major capital investments. Following 
enactment of the Inter-modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) in 1991, FHWA and 
FTA created the MIS process as part of the agencies’ efforts to create a single multi-modal 
planning process.. A MIS was required when the need to consider a major transportation 
investment, in a metropolitan area, was identified and where Federal funds were potentially 
involved. 


The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, enacted in 1998, directed FHWA and FTA to 
eliminate the MIS process as a separate requirement, and to promulgate regulations to integrate 
MIS requirements into the metropolitan transportation planning process and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. The CAC study was undertaken at a time when the 
FHWA and FTA regulatory response to TEA-21 was not yet in place. (Indeed, FHWA and FTA 
have never issued final regulations on the planning and environmental requirements of TEA-21.) 
Accordingly, the CAC Study was carried out in accordance with the Federal regulations that were 
in place at the time. 


TEA-21 did not substantially change the statutory requirements that apply to fixed guideway transit 
projects (e.g., commuter rail, light rail, bus rapid transit) that are candidates for funding under 
FTA’s New Starts program. Such projects must emerge from an alternatives analysis study. 
FTA’s requirements for an alternatives analysis are very similar to the regulations for Major 
Investment Studies under ISTEA. Thus, by following the MIS requirements of the planning 
regulations issued under ISTEA, the CAC Study fulfilled the FTA requirement for alternatives 
analysis. 


After the selection of a Locally Preferred Investment Strategy 


After the technical aspects of a MIS are completed the affected MPOs need to adopt a preferred 
alternative and include these improvements in their financially-constrained Long Range 
Transportation Plans (LRTP). Other steps will depend on the alternative chosen. If the Locally 
Preferred Investment Strategy does not include a major capital investment (such as freeway 
expansion, special lanes for buses and carpools, or new rail transit service), the recommended 
improvements would proceed either directly into implementation, or into short-range operations 
planning and engineering study leading to implementation. 


If the package of improvements that makes up the Locally Preferred Investment Strategy includes 
a major capital investment, the local agencies and ODOT, if applicable, would begin further project 
development activities. This would include the consideration of more detailed design options and 
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the preparation of appropriate NEPA documentation, such as an environmental impact statement 
or an environmental assessment. 


If the preferred alternative includes a fixed guideway transit project, such as commuter rail, that 
could involve funds from the New Starts program, FTA approval would be required before the 
project could proceed beyond the planning stage. FTA would review the proposed project in terms 
of the agency’s New Starts Criteria. Approval would depend on the degree of project justification, 
considering such factors as mobility improvements, operating efficiencies, environmental benefits, 
cost effectiveness, and supportive land use. FTA approval would also hinge on the degree of local 
financial commitment to the project. 


C.3 = Air Quality 


Emissions from vehicles are a significant contributor to air pollution in urban areas. With vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) expected to increase in the CAC corridor under the No-Build alternative, even 
as population remains fairly stable, each build alternative would have an impact on air quality to 
the extent that it would alter VMT and travelers’ mode choices. 


In the northeastern Ohio region, mobile sources (i.e., motor vehicles) are a major cause of the 
emissions that contribute to the formation of ozone. In conjunction with area sources (e.g. 
painting, small engines), and industrial/commercial emissions, motor vehicles produce volatile 
organic compounds (VOC’s) and oxides of nitrogen (NO,). When exposed to sunlight in the 
atmosphere, VOC’s and NO, are converted to ozone. Based on estimates contained in the 
region’s State Air Quality Implementation Plan (SIP), approximately 30 percent of the region’s VOC 
and NO, emissions come from motor vehicles. 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), acting under the Clean Air Act Amendments 
of 1990, established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six pollutants. These six 
“criteria pollutants” are lead (Pb), ozone (Os), sulfur dioxide (SOz2), NO,, carbon monoxide (CO), 
and particulate matter smaller than ten microns in diameter (PM10). The NAAQS are set at a level 
intended to protect human health and the environment. 


Areas that exceed the NAAQS for any criteria pollutant are designated as being in “nonattainment” 
for that pollutant. This situation can result in restricted Federal funding for transportation projects 
and restrictions on industrial emissions (which can impact economic development). Areas that 
have not exceeded the NAAQS for a particular pollutant are in “attainment” for that pollutant. In 
addition to these two categories, areas that were previously in nonattainment but have not violated 
the NAAQS for a considerable period of time can be designated as “maintenance areas.” The 
attainment statuses of the counties in the CAC corridor are shown in Table C.3-1 below for each of 
the criteria pollutants. 
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Table C.3-1: Attainment Status of Study Area Counties 












































Pollutant Cuyahoga Summit Stark Portage 
County County County County 

Ozone Maintenance Maintenance | Maintenance Maintenance 
Lead Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Carbon Dioxide | Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Nitrogen Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Dioxide 
Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment* Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Particulate Nonattainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Matter 
* The western part of Cuyahoga County is in attainment, the remainder of the county is non- 
attainment. 
Sources: NOACA 

AMATS 

Ohio EPA 

US EPA 


Cuyahoga County Division of Air Pollution Control 
Akron Regional Air Quality Management District 


Based on air quality monitoring data, the Northeast Ohio region was previously designated as 
being in “nonattainment” with the NAAQS for ozone. However, because the region did not violate 
the NAAQS for ozone for several years, local air quality agencies submitted a request to the US 
EPA to have region re-designated as an ozone attainment area. In May 1996, the US EPA and 
the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency approved this request and re-designated Northeast 
Ohio as an ozone maintenance area. As part of this new status, the region has implemented a 
“maintenance plan” designed to prevent future violations of the NAAQS. This plan utilizes the 
programs and transportation control measures contained in the region’s State Air Quality 


Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone. 
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Impact of Air Quality Regulations on the MIS 


Under the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, all transportation plans, 
programs and projects supported with Federal funds must be in conformity with a State’s air quality 
implementation plans for attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS, or “SIP”. In August 1997, 
the US EPA issued its final Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments (40 CFR Part 51 and 93) 
for determining the conformity of Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) and Transportation 
Improvement Programs (TIPs) to the SIP. These regulations require that all ’regionally significant” 
transportation projects that would increase single-occupancy vehicle use be included in a LRTP 
and TIP that have undergone a Local Air Quality Conformity Analysis (LAQCA) to demonstrate 
conformity with the SIP. The model used for the LAQCA predicts future pollutant emissions for a 
region after implementing all of the transportation projects included in the TIP and LRTP. These 
predicted emissions could not exceed allowable amounts specified in the SIP and the region’s 
maintenance plan. This type of analysis ensures that planned transportation improvements do not 
produce new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of NAAQS. 


Air quality conformity will need to be demonstrated for the Preferred Alternative selected at the 
conclusion of the MIS process. Once conformity is demonstrated, the MPOs could officially adopt 
the transportation improvements contained in the MIS Preferred alternative into their respective 
TIPs and LRTPs. 
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APPENDIX D: Stated/Revealed Preference Survey 
Travel Demand Model Background 


Travel Demand Model Development 
Stated/Revealed Preference Survey Methodology 
SP Survey Mail-Out Packet 

SP Survey Results — Summary Report 


ON 
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MODEL DEVELOPMENT: INTRA-REGIONAL TRAVEL MARKETS 
NOACA Regional Travel Demand Model 


The following is a brief description of the use of the Cleveland regional travel demand model, 
closely adapted from the “Model Flow” section of the Overview chapter in the Cleveland 
Travel Demand Model User’s Guide (December 1998). 


Model Flow 


The Cleveland regional travel demand forecasting models constitute what is commonly 
defined as ‘best practices’ approaches to the traditional four-step modeling procedure. 
These models incorporate many of the most current modeling techniques in use in the 
United States by similarly sized metropolitan regions. Many of the features that enhance the 
Cleveland regional model system also add to their complexity, including: 


e The use of ‘feedback’ loops to achieve consistency between initial travel times and costs 
used in lower levels of the model chain (trip generation, distribution, mode choice) and 
those output from higher levels of the model chain (highway assignment). 


e The consideration of transit accessibility in the logit auto ownership model. 


e The use of a relatively complex market segmentation scheme for work trip distribution 
(auto ownership and household income). 


e The use of a composite measure of impedance, which considers transit accessibility, for 
0 auto work trip distribution. 


e A sub-classification scheme for work trip purposes (Direct, Strategic, Complex) to 
capture trip chaining behavior and reflect this behavior in mode choice models. 


e The use of peak and off-peak time periods for all trip purposes through mode choice, 
and the use of three time-period highway assignments (A.M. Peak 1-hour, P.M. Peak 1- 
hour, and Midday 1-hour). 


e Both peak and off-peak transit assignments for all trip purposes. 


These features increase the computational requirements of running the models beyond 
more traditional travel models. Many of these features have necessitated the development 
of stand-alone software, written in the C or FORTRAN language, including: 


e AUTOGEN, which implements socio-economic submodels, the logit auto ownership 
submodel, trip generation models (internal, internal-external, and truck), and calculates 
and writes skims used in trip distribution. 

e SKMERGE, which creates transit skim files capable of holding more matrices than 
standard TRANPLAN files. 

e NLOGIT, which implements nested—logit mode choice models. 

e FEEDBK, which implements a feedback procedure by reading and writing ASCII 
TRANPLAN highway networks. 
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Skim-Building 


First, peak and off-peak speeds are calculated based on initial 24-hour speeds 
for the A.M. and Midday input highway networks respectively, and a new set of 
A.M. and Midday highway networks are created. These networks are then 
used to create peak and off-peak highway time and distance skims, and 
intrazonal time is added. Transit skims are also created using the transit 
network and transit operational characteristics. The total unweighted peak and 
off-peak walk-to-rail transit times (in-vehicle time, total wait time, and auxiliary 
transit time) are added together into one file which is used in the calculation of 
transit accessibility for auto ownership and in the computation of composite 
impedance for trip distribution. 


Trip Generation 


Next, AUTOGEN is run, which reads the socio-economic input files, transit and highway 
skim files, internal-external percentage file, and external station percentage file. AUTOGEN 
estimates households by household income, household size, and number of workers per 
household. A logit auto ownership model determines number of autos per household, 
based on stratified households and accessibility measures. These stratifications are used to 
compute trip productions by purpose, time period (peak versus off-peak) and zone. To 
estimate trip attractions, cross-classification models are applied to employment by type. 
Internal trip productions and attractions are written to TRANPLAN ASCII input files. Daily 
internal-external trip productions and attractions are computed and written to TRANPLAN 
ASCII input files. The commercial vehicle model is implemented in AUTOGEN. Finally, 
AUTOGEN computes composite impedance for 0 auto work trips and writes a TRANPLAN 
formatted skim file (DISTRIB.SKM) with 4 tables (Peak composite impedance, off-peak 
composite impedance, peak highway travel time + terminal time, and off-peak highway 
travel time + terminal time). 


Trip Distribution 


Gravity models are then implemented for all internal trip purposes and for both peak and off- 
peak periods. Commercial vehicles and internal-external trips are also distributed to create 
24-hour trip tables. These gravity models are implemented in TRANPLAN. All input files 
are created in AUTOGEN, including friction factors and impedance skims. District level 
summaries and trip length frequency distributions are also created for comparison and 
validation purposes. Trip tables output from trip distribution are then collapsed for input to 
mode choice (implemented in NLOGIT). Work trip tables are collapsed by household 
income. Home-based Shop, Home-Based Social/Recreational, and Home-Based Other trip 
purposes are collapsed into Home-Based Other. Auto ownership stratifications are 
maintained for Home-based trips, as are the Direct, Complex, and Strategic disaggregations 
of the Home-Based Work trip purpose. 


Mode Choice 
Transit skim files are appended together using the program SKMERGE. This program 


creates six transit skim files (Peak and off-peak local bus, express bus, and rail skims). The 
files are read by the mode choice application program, NLOGIT, along with the zonal socio- 
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economic data file, parking cost file, household auto ownership file, and zonal walk to transit 
accessibility file. NLOGIT applies nested logit mode choice models, and creates trip tables 
by mode, trip purpose, and time period (peak and off-peak). NLOGIT also creates a file 
containing the percent of total work trips by zone that chose the walk mode, which is read by 
the auto ownership program in the next iteration of feedback. 


Highway Assignment 


Time-of-day factors are then applied to NLOGIT outputs to create three one-hour trip tables; 
A.M. peak (7-8 A.M.), Midday (12 to 1 P.M.) and P.M. peak (5-6 P.M.). Just before 
assignment, 24-hour speeds on each network are replaced with free-flow speeds, stratified 
by facility type and area type. The one-hour trip tables are then assigned to their respective 
networks using an equilibrium assignment algorithm. The three time periods are expanded 
and added together using the URBANSYS MANYLOD utility to create a 24-hour loaded 
highway network. 


Feedback Implementation 


The feedback loop is implemented using FEEDBK, the feed-back program. First, the A.M. 
peak and Midday base and assigned networks are converted to ASCII. FEEDBK reads the 
ASCII base network (with free-flow speeds) to obtain input capacities and free-flow speeds, 
and each loaded highway network (also ASCII) to obtain loaded volumes. The loaded 
volumes are averaged for each successive iteration of feedback and volume-delay functions 
are executed on each link using the averaged volumes. New base networks are created 
with the resulting congested peak and midday travel times, and are used to build peak and 
off-peak skims for the next iteration of trip distribution. 


Figure 1 shows the general flow of the Cleveland model chain. 
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Figure 1: Model Flow Diagram, Cleveland Regional Model 
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Transit Assignment 


At the last iteration of feedback, transit assignments are performed for both peak and off- 
peak time periods. The transit assignments are executed using trip tables in production => 
attraction format. The results of the transit assignments are added together using the 
URBANSYS TADLOD2 utility, and reports are run on the transit assignment results. 


AMATS Regional Travel Demand Model 
Networks 


Both the highway and transit networks are in UTPS format and contain the basic link 
attributes such as initial soeed, capacity, roadway width, administrative and functional class, 
and area type. The transit network also contains headways and route itineraries, plus transit 
link speeds and distances. No coordinates exist in the provided transit network information 
but these may be available from the highway network. A total of 31 lines are coded for the 
network. AMATS staff will be consulted to determine what changes, if any are anticipated 
from the 1990 base provided. Once the highway and transit networks have been 
successfully created, a series of network checks will be conducted to assure that the correct 
speeds, distances and connections are included. 


Trip Generation 


The following formulas are used for the AMATS regional trip generation: 


HBWP = DU * TF * 1.78/6.94 

HBSHP = DU * TF * 0.77/6.94 

HBMP = DU * TF * 2.83/6.94 

NHBP = DU * TF * 1.56/6.94 

TRK-TAXIP = 17.2 + 0.303*DU + 0.142*TEMP + 0.33*TFA 
EXT-INTP = Ext Station Forecast 


HBWA = 19.9 + 1.35*TEMP 

HBSHA = 62.8 + 0.794*CEMP + 0.23*AUTOS + 1.21*RFA 
HBMA = 306.4 + 4.251*CEMP + 1.098*AUTOS + 4.147*OACRE 
NHBA = 45.5 + 3.287*CEMP + 0.725*AUTOS 

TRK-TAXIA = 17.2 + 0.303*DU + 0.142*TEMP + 0.33*TFA 
EXT-INTA = Total Ps and As*El Factor 


Where: 


HBWP = Home-Based Work Productions 
HBSHP = Home-Based Shopping Productions 
HBMP = Home-Based Misc. Productions 
NHBP = Non Home-Based Productions 
TRK-TAXIP = Truck and Taxi Productions 
EXT-INTP = External/Internal Productions 
HBWA = Home-Based Work Attractions 
HBSHA = Home-Based Shopping Attractions 
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HBMA = Home-Based Misc. Attractions 
NHBA = Non Home-Based Attractions 
TRK-TAXIA = Truck and Taxi Attractions 
EXT-INTA = External/Internal Attractions 


All trip generation is in terms of person-trips 


TF = Trip Factor = Total HBWP+HBSHP+HBMP+NHBP divided by total dwelling units. 
DU = Dwelling Units 

TEMP = Total Employment 

TFA = Total Floor Area (ksf) 

CEMP = Commercial Floor Area (ksf) 

AUTOS = Number of Autos 

OACRE = Other acreage 


All trips are normalized to productions prior to distribution 


Special generators were used for shopping center zones, and regional malls. Other 
miscellaneous adjustments were made as a result of the validation process. 


Trip Distribution 


A gravity model formulation was used for trip distribution. Intra-zonal and 
terminal times were added to the travel time skims in preparation for 
distribution. No changes will be made to this model step for this project. 


Mode Choice 


A multinomial, logit mode choice model is used in the AMATS regional model. One transit 
mode, and 4 or 5 auto occupancies are forecast. The modification to this step will be to add 
additional levels or “nests” to the model, especially to the transit estimation, but also to the 
auto modes. In the latter case, the current 2,3,4 and/or 5 occupancy modes will be 
combined to form a composite shared ride mode, with these specific occupancy modes 
nesting below the shared ride mode. This enhancement will not change the values of the 
coefficients at the upper level of the nest, while allowing sensitivity to mode of access (walk 
or auto), commuter rail, urban rail, express bus and local bus modes within the transit nest. 


Adding additional nesting levels will require estimation of new nesting coefficients. Since 
the original AMATS data is not sufficient to estimate such values, we will borrow the required 
nesting coefficients from those used in the NOACA model, adjusting them to reflect the 
scale of the AMATS current coefficients while maintaining the variable coefficients at the 
multinomial level. 


Figure 2 below shows the current HBW mode choice structure, and Figure 3 shows how the 
AMATS HBW mode choice structure will be modified: 
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Figure 2: Current HBW Mode Choice Multinomial Structure 


DA 2-P 3-P 4-P 


Figure 3: Proposed AMATS HBW Mode Choice Structure 











For HBNW and NHB purposes, a 5P auto mode will be added. 
The utility equations for the current AMATS mode choice model are: 
HBW: 


TRN = 0.012*TWLKW2 + .0010*TWAIT1 + 0.0010*TRNAC + 0.0009*FARE 
+ 0.0286*AUTOCN — 0.0002*TRNACC(DEST) 

ONE = 0.0012*HWYEXC + 0.0010*HWYRN1 + 0.0010*HWYCS1 

TWO = 0.0149*HWYEXC + 0.0027*HWYRN2 + 0.0017*HWYCS2 

THREE = 0.0405*HWYEXC + 0.0027*HWYRN3B + 0.001 7*HWYCS3 

FOUR = 0.0405*HWYEXC + 0.0027*HWYRN4 + 0.001 7*HWYCS4 


HBNW: 


TRN = 0.0010*((2.2*TRNEX)+TRNAC) + 0.0006*FARE + 0.0200*AUTOCN 
+ 0.5176*TXFERS 

ONE = 0.0228*HWYEXC + 0.0001*HWYRN1 + 0.00033*HWYCS1 

TWO = 0.0500*HWYEXC + 0.0002*HWYRN2 + 0.0010*HWYCS2 

THREE = 0.0459*HWYEXC + 0.0002*HWYRN3B + 0.0015*HWYCS3 
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+ .0004*TRNACC + .0039*HWYDST 

FOUR = 0.0459*HWYEXC + 0.0002*HWYRN4 + 0.0015*HWYCS4 
+ .0004*TRNACC + .0039*HWYDST 

FIVE = 0.0459*HWYEXC + 0.0002*HWYRN5 + 0.0015*HWYCS5 
+ .0004*TRNACC + .0039*HWYDST 


NHB: 


TRN = 0.0031*(TWLKWe2 + TWAIT1) + 0.00025*FARE + 0.0015*TRNAC 

ONE = 0.0395*HWYEXC + 0.001*HWYRN1 + 0.00057*HWYCS1 - .0037*HWYDST 
- .0053*DEN 

TWO = 0.0566*HWYEXC + 0.001*HWYRN2 + 0.00039*HWYCS2 - .0058*DEN 

THREE = 0.0739*HWYEXC + 0.001*HWYRNS + 0.00039*HWYCS3 - .005*DEN 

FOUR = 0.084*HWYEXC + 0.001*HWYRN4 + 0.00039*HWYCS4 - .005*DEN 

FIVE = 0.1242*HWYEXC + 0.001*HWYRN5 + 0.00039*HWYCSS5 - .0063*DEN 


Where: 


TRN = Transit utility 

ONE = Auto utility for drive-alone auto 

TWO = Auto utility for 2-person auto 

THREE = Auto utility for 3-person auto 

FOUR = Auto utility for 4-person auto (4+ for HBW) 
FIVE = Auto utility for 5+ person auto 


TWLKW2 = Walk time to and from transit vehicles plus total transit waiting time 
TWAIT1 = Initial waiting time 

TRNAC = In-vehicle transit time (auto access included) 

FARE = Transit fare 

AUTOCN = Dummy variable for auto access 1 if yes, else 0 

TRNACC(DEST) = Percent of attractions within 30 min total transit time to 
DEST zone 


HWYEXC = Highway out-of-vehicle time 

HWYRNx = Highway in-vehicle time for mode x (x=1,2,3,4 or 5) additional time penalties 
added for multi-occupant vehicles, based on occupancy and purpose (see page 33 in the 
model validation report) 

HWYCSx = Highway operating cost, including mileage cost and ' of the daily parking cost. 
The x denotes the highway mode. 

TRNEX = Transit egress/access walk time 

TXFERS = Number of transit transfers 

DEN = Interchange trip density 


All costs are in tenths of cents, and all times are in tenths of minutes. Auto occupancy for 
HBW 4+ auto is 4.4 persons/vehicle. 


The coefficients shown above will be maintained at the upper level of the new nesting 
structure, to maintain consistency with the current model. Other adjustments, such as the II 
trip table factoring, will also be maintained after the mode choice step. 
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Assignment 


The assignment process will remain as a capacity-constrained process, using the 
equilibrium highway assignment used in TRANPLAN. The transit assignment will be 
conducted in an all-or-nothing basis. (Note: due to inconsistencies between model results, 
generated by the CAC study and results generated by AMATS, the CAC study re-ran results 
for the third, or multi-modal, round of alternatives using AMATS standard 40-40-20 
assignment process). 


SCATS Regional Travel Demand Model 
Network 


The network consists of 610 internal zones and 44 external stations. The network is coded 
in TRANPLAN format, and contains link attributes describing length, soeed, number of 
lanes, capacity, functional classification, administrative classification and area type. 
Coordinates for the nodes are also provided. The network covers all of Stark County, as 
well as a small area of Mahoning County east of the City of Alliance. 


Trip Generation 


A computer program, cangen.exe has been written to execute the trip generation step. This 
is a Fortran program which should be compatible with the PC environment. The purposes 
used include Home-Based Work (HBW), Home-Based Shopping (HBSH) Home-Based 
Other (HBO), Non-Home Based (NHB), Commercial truck (TRK) and Internal-External trips 
(IE). The base trip generation equations are shown below. Note that all trips are vehicle- 
trips. 


Production Equations 

HBWP = -0.5 + 1.201*LABF 
HBSHP = -21.000 + 0.345*POP 
HBOP = -39.674 + 0.757*POP 


Attraction Equations 

HBWA = 223.776 + 0.662*TOTE > CBD Zones 

HBWA = -36.649 + 1.344*COME + 2.800*SERE > Shopping Zones 

HBWA = -61.481 + 0.355*TOTE + 0.154*(COMFA + SERFA + INDFA) = Industrial Zones 
HBWA = 16.180 + 0.913*TOTE > Residential Zones 


HBSHA = -12.056 + 0.687*COMFA > CBD Zones 

HBSHA = -100.720 + 11.963*COME > Shopping Zones 

HBSHA = 10.538 + 0.142*(COMFA + SERFA) + 0.857*SERAC ~ Industrial Zones 
HBSHA = -4.955 + 3.437*COME + 0.035*SERFA ~> Residential Zones 


HBOA = 69.195 + 2.065*SERE + 0.891*COME + 3.963*DU > CBD Zones 
HBOA = -4.841 + 2.725*(TOTE — INDE) > Shopping Zones 

HBOA = 76.251 + 0.358*(COMFA + SERFA) + 0.091*TOTE ~ Industrial Zones 
HBOA = -5.983 + 1.544*TOTE + 1.018*DU ~~ Residential Zones 
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NHB = -10.881 + 62.252*SERAC + 0.834*TOTE + 0.305*COMFA > CBD Zones 
NHB = -253.169 + 0.35*(6.794*COME + 2.600*SERE) ~ Shopping Zones 

NHB = 91.058 + 0.361*(COMFA + SERFA) + 0.117*TOTE = Industrial Zones 
NHB = -24.399 + 1.296*TOTE + 0.822*DU > Residential Zones 


TRK = 32.598 + 0.267*DU + 0.073*TOTE + 0.074*COMFA 
IE = 157.94292 + 0.32775*DU + 0.21329*TOTE — 28.18010*CORDIST 


Where: 


HBWP = Home-Based Work Productions 

HBSHP = Home-Based Shopping Productions 

HBOP = Home-Based Other Productions 

NHB = Non-Home Based and Taxi Trip Origins and Destinations 
HBWA = Home-Based Work Attractions 

HBSHA = Home-Based Shopping Attractions 

HBOA = Home-Based Other Attractions 

TRK = Internal Truck Origins and Destinations 

IE = Internal-External Trips 


LABF = Labor Force employed by zone of residence 
POP = Population 

TOTE = Total Employment 

COME = Commercial Employment 

SERE = Service Employment, including Financial, Insurance, Real Estate, Government and 
Educational Services 

COMFA = Commercial floor area in ksf 

SERFA = Service employment floor area in ksf 
INDFA = Industrial floor area in ksf 

SERAC = Service acres in tenths 

DU = Dwelling units 

INDE = Industrial Employment 

CORDIST = Distance to cordon line 


Since many of these equations have significant constant terms, a “smoothing” process was 
applied to prevent unrealistic trip generation for zones with small amounts of development. 
After these equations are applied, an additional set of multiplicative adjustments are applied 
for selected zones. These factors are identified in figure 11 of the model calibration report. 
Special generator equations are applied for colleges (Kent State — Stark County Campus, 
Malone, Mount Union and Walsh) for hospitals (Alliance, Massillon City, Timken, Doctors 
and Aultman) and for high schools. Finally internal/external trips are adjusted based on the 
latest calibration results. 


As stated before, these trip generation equations will be used as-is. Conversion to person 
trips will occur after the trip distribution model. 
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Trip Distribution 


Each of the six purposes were distributed using a gravity model formulation. Both intra- 
zonal and terminal times (all one minute) were added to the zonal interchange travel times. 
Following this, a set of additional factors were applied to the vehicle trip tables as a result of 
calibration adjustments. 


At this point, the purpose-specific vehicle-trip tables will be converted to person trips by 
applying the AMATS auto occupancy factors. The result will be a set of daily person-trip 
tables by purpose in production/attraction format. 


Mode Choice 


The enhance AMATS mode choice model will be applied the Canton regional distribution 
results. If available, existing transit ridership data will be used to adjust the modal bias 
constants. Auto sub-mode constants will also be adjusted to produce the same auto 
occupancy values assumed in the original conversion. This will ensure that the proper 
number of vehicle-trips result from the mode choice model. 


Note that transit and highway skims will be required to produce the necessary independent 
variables for the mode choice model. 


Assignment 


We will utilize the current highway assignment routine used in the model. In addition, a 
transit assignment will be performed. 


INTER-REGIONAL MODE CHOICE MODEL STRUCTURAL FORMULATION 
Structure and Mathematical Description 


The mode choice model for the inter-regional model will use a nested logit structure, 
following the same format as the modified regional models discussed above. As such, it will 
have sensitivity to both auto and transit sub-modes, including commuter rail. The model will 
be constructed for both Home-based Work and Non-Work trip purposes. 


In a logit model, the probability of choosing a particular mode is estimated. This is done, in 
logit parlance, by first estimating the utility of each available mode, which is used in equation 
1 below. This probability is multiplied by the corresponding number of person trips to 
produce a distribution of trips among available modes. The mathematical form of the logit 
model is: 


P; = exp(Uj)/X(exp(Us)) (1) 
Vseall valid modes 


Where: 
P, =the probability of choosing mode j 
U; = the utility associated with mode j 
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The utility (Uj) is typically a linear function, containing variables thought to be significant to 
the relative desirability of the choice. In the case of the mode choice model, the variables in 
the utility model consist of a constant, travel impedance (i.e., travel time), travel cost and 
socioeconomic variables. The latter represents the influence of the quantity of trip 
attractions, represented by employment. 


The utility equation can then be expressed as: 
U; = Boj + B,*LOS; + Bo*SE; (2) 
Where: 


Uj = Utility for attraction zone j 

Bo =A set of bias coefficient for mode j, which can be used to stratify the market by auto 
ownership and/or household characteristics and geographic characteristics. 

B,, Bs = Vectors of Coefficients 

LOS, =A vector of level of service variables for mode j 

SEj = A vector of socioeconomic variables applicable to this mode 


In nested logit model, composite utilities are calculated by using a weighted “logsum” of the 
underlying utility values. Equation 3 shows how these composite logsum utilities are 
calculated. 


Ux = Bo + By*LN[exp(Uj1) + exp(Uj2) + exp(Ujs) + ... + Exp(Ujn)] (3) 
Where: 


U, = upper-level utility for mode (such as transit) 
Ujx = Utilities for the next-lowest level in the mode choice nesting structure x represents the 
sub-mode options, up to n submodes. 


The value of B; is known as a nesting coefficient, and controls the sensitivity of the 
composite, upper level modal choices (such as transit or auto) to the changes in the lower 
level modes (such as walk to local bus). Several levels of nesting can be implemented. As 
stated above, the Canton-Akron-Cleveland inter-regional model will use the same, three- 
tiered structure as the regional models. This will require two sets of nesting coefficients. 


Candidate Variables 


As discussed in the previous chapter, the networks will supply a number of level of service 
variables which to use in a mode choice model. These include in-vehicle time, access time, 
egress time, wait time and transit fare. All of these are candidate variables suitable for 
testing in the estimation of the logit model. In addition, household income and auto 
ownership are often used to stratify the market for the purposes of more closely identifying 
specific groups of persons who will have a similar propensity to use various modes, 
including transit. 
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Stated Preference/Revealed Preference Model Estimation 


Stated preference observations are obtained by having respondents indicate their selections 
among possible alternatives in hypothetical choice situations. In this case, people making 
trips in the corridor that they might make by commuter rail if it were available are intercepted 
and asked in a structured interview to consider precise descriptions of various mode 
alternatives for their trip, including commuter rail, and indicate which they think they would 
use. These descriptions include indications of fares, travel times and other aspects of the 
alternatives deemed appropriate. The respondent choices in these hypothetical situations, 
together with the descriptions of the various alternatives they are presented, constitute 
stated preference observations. Because these concern hypothetical situations, it is 
possible to include descriptions of hypothetical alternatives that do not exist in reality, such 
as commuter rail alternatives. In addition, it is possible to control the structure of the data in 
the resulting observations and thus improve the properties of the estimated parameters. 


Revealed preference observations are obtained by determining what people actually do. 
They have an obvious ‘face-value’ validity that stated preference observations do not in that 
revealed preference observations involve the real world rather than hypothetical situations. 
They were used to develop the current regional models in Cleveland, Akron and Canton. 


It is possible to develop models using stated preference and revealed preference 
observations jointly in order to gain the benefits of each type, including the validity with 
revealed preference observations and the ability to control the data structure and include 
non-existent alternatives with stated preference observations. Such joint estimation in order 
to gain the benefits of each data type is proposed for this work. 


Specific tasks involved in the inter-regional model estimation are discussed below 


1. HBW SP Mode Choice Model Estimation 


The SP observations concerning HBW and Non-work mode choice obtained in 
the survey are used on their own to estimate a logit choice model of this 
behavior. This is exploratory work intended to learn about the nature of the 
behavior indicated in these observations, which will guide the further estimation 
work in the subsequent task. 


2. HBW Joint RP/SP Mode Choice Model Estimation 


The RP observations used will be combined with the RP and SP observations 
concerning HBW and Non-work mode choice behaviour obtained in the survey 
interviews to create a dataset for the joint RP/SP mode choice estimation 
process. This dataset is used to estimate the joint RP/SP mode choice model 
with commuter rail alternatives by purpose, with guidance as to utility function 
form coming from the results of the SP mode choice model estimations. The 
joint estimation technique allows the SP data to be checked against the RP data 
for existing modes. In addition, the SP data provides additional information on 
modal sensitivity for modes, such as commuter rail, which are not currently 
present. 


Model Modifications 
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Mode Choice Model Utility Expressions 


Initial analyses have focused on the inter-regional mode choice model, it’s derivation from 
the SP survey work, and the forecasting results using the Enhanced Hudson Alignment as 
the example case. This work effort will ultimately include selected sensitivity testing and 
elasticity computations relating to the fare structure. 


Specification and Accuracy of Cordon Level Vehicle Trip Values 


The translation of inter-regional trip-interchange vehicle trip matrices into internal/external 
and external/external vehicle trip matrices for assignment at the individual MPO model 
system level requires a complex set of matrix manipulations to insure consistency between 
the inter-regional and regional level matrix estimates. Inconsistent highway assignment 
results in a number of the original alternative networks was traced to a logic error in the 
matrix disaggregation program. This error was corrected and each of the effected 
alternatives were re-run and the updated results reported to Coordinating Committee. 


A second issue, which arose at the March 8, 2001 Coordinating Committee Meeting, was a 
mis-specification in cordon zone volumes for 2025 within the AMATS region. The 2025 
AMATS values had been expressed as person trips rather than vehicle trips. After a series 
of detailed checks, it was determined that the CAC model forecasts had previously identified 
this error and corrected the input values accordingly. As such, the results and 
recommendations presented at the March 8, 2001 meeting are correct. 


The latter analyses also revealed a difference in input land use and demographic data for 
2025 for the AMATS area. AMATS has recently updated and revised their land use and 
demographic forecasts for the 2025 horizon period. Based upon a general review of 
selected highway assignment results, it appears that use of the newly revised land use and 
demographic data will result in relatively different assignment results on a number of 
facilities within the AMATS area. In order to maintain consistency with on-going AMATS 
planning activities and to utilize the most accurate and up-to-date land use and demographic 
data, this new data was used as input to the testing and evaluation of the practical 
alternatives. This fundamental change in input assumptions for the AMATS area make it 
impossible to directly compare results from the original set of alternatives to new set of 
practical alternatives within the AMATS area without running the original set of alternatives 
using the new demographic data. This was not done due to time and project cost 
constraints. 


Post-Processing Methods & Procedures 


An extensive review of the post-processing methods and procedures used in both the 
NOACA and AMATS area was performed in conjunction with agency staff. The post- 
processing adjustments in the NOACA area are relatively minor in both scope and extent. 
The AMATS methods/procedures are considerably more extensive and are based primarily 
upon a screenline level pivot-point analyses. The baseline for this procedure, however, is 
currently the H1 alternative. It was concluded that the original model validation results 
would form a more definitive basis for this method. In this regard, ODOT has provided files 
containing these results. Use of this new information provides a key starting point for 
modifying and improving this procedure. The limitations implicit in this approach will be 
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discussed prior to any final determination regarding the applicability and adequacy of any 
post-processing approach. 


Detailed Evaluation of Commuter Rail Forecasts 


The primary focus of this analysis was to examine model results for seemingly unrealistic 
short station-to-station rail trips, evaluate the adequacy of the post-processing adjustments 
made largely as part of the NEORail study, and perform a comparative evaluation of the 
forecasting results. The analysis determined that the post-processing adjustments 
adequately addressed the short trips issue for the single-mode alternatives, and that 
modification in the assignment model would eliminate the problem in the latter analysis of 
practical alternatives. 


Peak Hour Assignment Tests & Evaluation 


A test A.M. Peak hour vehicle trip assignment was performed as the final step in this 
technical analysis. 


STATED/REVEALED PREFERENCE SURVEY METHODOLOGY 


In the sections below an initial design for a proposed stated preference survey of the mode 
choice behavior of commuters in the Cleveland — Akron — Canton (CAC) corridor is 
described. The intention is to indicate some of the possibilities for such a survey and 
thereby initiate discussion regarding both (a) the overall desirability of such a survey and (b) 
the more specific aspect of the design of such a survey. 


The purpose of the survey is to collect data for developing a mode split model for inter-city 
travel in the CAC corridor, which is required as part of the travel demand analysis for a 
Major Investment Study (MIS) concerning the corridor. 


The sections below outline the understanding of the project context; describe the objectives 
of the survey; consider the survey approach, including the target population, sample design 
and respondent recruitment; define the data requirements and associated set of 
observations required to undertake the proposed approach; discuss the survey instruments; 
and illustrate a tentative schedule for the proposed approach. 


Understanding the Project Context 


Forms of inter-city rail service that do not exist at present have been proposed as potential 
alternatives for the CAC corridor, and forecasts of their potential use must be developed as 
part of the MIS analysis. 


Transportation modeling capabilities are being developed for use in establishing the 
required forecasts. These will include representation of both intra-city and inter-city travel. 
For intra-city travel, the existing models for the MPOs in the area will be used. But for inter- 
city travel, a new model will be developed, including a new representation of the mode 
choice behavior of people making inter-city trips in the corridor. 
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This new representation of mode choice behavior for inter-city travel can be developed by 
either (a) transplanting a model from elsewhere and adjusting it to fit in the CAC corridor or 
(6) collecting the appropriate data concerning travel in the CAC corridor and using these 
data to develop a model of this behavior specifically. 


Transplanting a model from elsewhere can be relatively quick and inexpensive, but the 
result is always subject to criticisms related to concerns about the transferability of models 
generally and about the sorts of adjustments that are typically required to get the model to 
fit. For these reasons the development of a model using data from the corridor directly is 
preferred: the expected greater accuracy and defensibility are seen to be worth the added 
time and money. The particulars of the approach to collecting the data for this preferred 
approach are considered in the next section. 


SP Survey Project Approach 


It is proposed that data be collected regarding inter-city travel in the CAC corridor and used 
to develop a model of this travel. In particular, data will be collected concerning the mode 
choice behavior of travelers in the corridor suitable for use in estimating the parameters in a 
nested logit model of this behavior. 


The model development work will be done using two types of observations of travel 
behavior: stated preference observations and revealed preference observations. 


Stated preference observations are obtained by having respondents indicate their selections 
among possible alternatives in hypothetical choice situations. In this case, people making 
inter-city trips in the corridor are identified and asked in a structured interview to first 
consider precise descriptions of various mode alternatives for their trip, including rail 
alternatives, and then indicate which of these alternatives they would prefer to use. These 
descriptions include indications of fares, travel times and other aspects of the alternatives 
deemed appropriate. The respondent indications in these hypothetical situations, together 
with the descriptions of the various alternatives they are presented, constitute stated 
preference observations. Because these concern hypothetical situations, it is possible to 
include descriptions of hypothetical alternatives that do not exist in reality, such as potential 
new inter-city rail service alternatives. In addition, it is possible to control the structure of the 
data in the resulting observations and thus improve the properties of the estimated 
parameters. 


Since some of the rail alternatives being considered for the corridor do not exist at present, 
stated preference observations of travel choice behavior concerning these alternatives will 
be collected and used to estimate the relevant model parameters. This avoids the need to 
make assumptions regarding the use of new modes — which cannot be avoided when using 
data based solely on actual rather than hypothetical situations. 
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Revealed preference observations are obtained by determining what people actually do. 
They have an obvious ‘face-value’ validity that stated preference observations do not in that 
revealed preference observations involve the real world rather than hypothetical situations. 


It is possible to develop models using stated preference and revealed preference 
observations jointly in order to gain the benefits of each type, including the validity with 
revealed preference observations and the ability to control the data structure and include 
non-existing alternatives with stated preference observations. Such joint estimation in order 
to gain the benefits of each data type is proposed for this work. 


Thus revealed preference observations and stated preference observations will be collected 
together and combined to form a dataset suitable for the development of a representation of 
inter-city travel in the corridor. In particular, a survey of travelers making inter-city trips that 
could be served by new rail alternatives will be designed and conducted. It will include both 
stated preference and revealed preference components so that the resulting observations 
can be used to develop a model of travel in the corridor that includes representation of these 
rail alternatives and can be used to develop forecasts of the resulting travel in the corridor 
as part of the MIS analysis. 


A pre-test survey will be conducted before the full survey, in order to provide a more 
complete check of the various aspects of the design, and thereby avoid costly difficulties, 
and also to provide a further opportunity for training of the interviewers. 


Survey Approach 


The target population for the survey is those people making inter-city trips in the CAC 
corridor. Both trips to and from work and trips to and from non-work activities are included. 


The sample to be interviewed for this population will be recruited from current private vehicle 
users and bus users. 


The sample of private vehicle users will be recruited by first recording the license plates on 
vehicles traveling in the corridor and then telephoning the registered owners of these 
vehicles to ask if they made a trip in the corridor and if they would be willing to participate in 
the survey. This will involve matching the license plate numbers to names and addresses in 
Ohio Bureau of Motor Vehicle records, and then matching telephone numbers to names and 
addresses using telephone listings. 


The sample of bus users will be recruited by intercepting travelers in bus stations, near the 
loading point for the relevant buses, and asking these travelers if they would be willing to 
participate in the survey. If permission can be obtained from the bus operators, some 
intercepting will also be done on the buses during the journey. 


Those agreeing to participate will be asked a few questions about the trip they were making 
by private vehicle or are making by bus and then they will be sent a ‘stated preference 
package’ that includes a set of cards describing hypothetical alternatives to their trip, with 
these alternatives selected randomly from a range of possibilities consistent with their trip. 
Then, a time will be arranged for someone to telephone again after the arrival of the stated 
preference package in order to administer the stated preference interview - asking about 
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preference rankings on the hypothetical alternatives and possibly some further questions. 
Some instructions will be included in the stated preference package sent to people allowing 
them to start thinking about the hypothetical alternatives they are to consider. 


Refusals can be tracked according to the trip characteristics determined in the initial 
telephone contact in order to check for systematic bias in recruitment. 


The recording of license plates, the initial contacting of registered vehicle owners, the 
intercepting at bus stations and possibly on buses, and the further telephone interviewing 
will all be done under the auspices of ODOT. ODOT will obtain permission to set up the 
equipment for recording license plates, will arrange for the matching of license plate 
numbers to registered owners, and will inform all relevant parties that both the license-place 
recording and the telephone contacting and interviewing is to be done. A press release will 
be issued as part of this process, anticipating that it might help encourage a greater degree 
of acceptance and participation in the population generally. 


Those involved in the recording of license plates and the intercepting of bus travelers will be 
provided with suitable photo identification cards. Similarly, those conducting the telephone 
contacting and interviewing will be provided with a telephone number that potential 
respondents can call for information and/or to confirm the validity of the survey. 


A cover letter stressing the need for the survey and expressing thanks for agreeing to 
participant will be included in the stated preference package sent to each respondent. This 
letter should come from an official in the Ohio State Government; the higher the official, the 
better. 


DATA REQUIREMENTS 
Variables to be Included 


In order for the model to respond to the changes in inter-city rail service introduced by 
alternative new systems, the model must include explicit representation of the factors, or 
‘variables’, that are changed or could be changed as part of a larger policy with the 
introduction of alternative new systems. These factors that are changed are called ‘policy 
variables’. 


It follows that indications of the states regarding each of these variables must be obtained 
for all interviews with travelers — so that the influences of these variables can be established 
and consequently represented in the model. 


In this work, the relevant policy variables to include in the model (the mode choice model in 
particular) are: 

e rail fare; 

e bus fare; 

e rail frequency of service; 

e bus frequency of services; 

e rail riding time; 
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e bus riding time; and 
e park+ride parking cost. 


Other variables important for establishing an accurate representation of the relevant mode 
choice behavior, that should also be included, are: 


e auto/carpool driving time; 

e auto/carpool walking distance at destination; 

e auto/carpool parking cost, including employer arrangements; 
e rail/ous walking distance at origin; and 

e rail/ous walking distance at destination. 


For the stated preference component of the telephone interview, the indications of the states 
for the variables are included in the descriptions of the hypothetical alternatives considered 
in the stated preference rankings. That is, the mode alternatives (including the new rail 
alternatives) will be described on cards in terms of the states for the relevant variables and 
the respondents will react to these descriptions by ranking them in order of preference. 
Thus, all the states for the variables are included directly as part of the interview itself. 


As part of the initial contact interview, by telephone or personal intercept, the respondent will 
be asked to provide an indication of the approximate auto travel time for the trip being 
considered. This is used to both check for systematic bias in recruitment and to determine 
the appropriate set of hypothetical alternatives from which to randomly select specific 
alternatives for the stated preference rankings. As a general rule, more realistic indications 
of behavior are obtained with stated preference interviews when the hypothetical 
alternatives the respondents consider relate to a specific trip and are reasonably realistic 
alternatives to that trip. In this case, the intention is to provide each participant with a set of 
hypothetical options that is reasonable given the appropriate driving time for the trip as 
indicated by the respondent. 


As part of the initial contact interview, the respondent will also be asked to indicate various 
things about the trip being made. This information will be matched with descriptions of the 
states for all the variables for each of the existing modes available from the model networks 
in order to provide the revealed preference observations. Also, as part of the second 
telephone interview, the respondent will be asked to provide various indications of the socio- 
economic status and car ownership conditions for the respondent’s household. 


Travel Market Segments To Consider 


Two types of mode users (‘private vehicle’ and ‘bus’) and two trip purposes (‘home based 
work’ and ‘home based non-work or non-home-based’) will be considered. The 
combinations of these categories define four travel market segments to be considered, as 
follows: 


e private vehicle users traveling between home and work; 


e private vehicle users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home 
locations; 


e bus users traveling between home and work; and 
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e bus users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home locations. 
Numbers of Observations 


A minimum of 500 observations will be collected regarding each of the ‘work’ and ‘non-work’ 
purposes, split one quarter by bus and three quarters by private vehicle, as follows: 


e private vehicle users traveling between home and work — minimum of 375 observations; 


e private vehicle users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home 
locations — minimum of 375 observations; 


e bus users traveling between home and work — minimum of 125 observations; and 


e bus users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home locations — 
minimum of 125 observations. 


These minimum requirements have a direct impact on the cost of the survey, and it is 
important for the cost implications of these requirements to be determined and accepted 
before there is final agreement on these requirements. These requirements may also be 
adjusted during the course of the survey if it is found that the population in one or more of 
these travel market segments is so small that there is an undue burden placed on the 
recruitment of survey respondents. 


In order for a given observation to be ‘usable’ and therefore counted towards satisfying 
these minimum requirements, responses must be obtained for the stated preference 
rankings exercise and for a certain sub-set of the other interview questions. 


Each usable observation will arise from a respondent who has participated in the entire 
survey process. It is anticipated that not all those registered vehicle owners who are 
identified, contacted and asked to participate in the survey will agree to do so. Some of 
these refusals may occur ‘outright’, as part of the initial telephone contact. Others may 
occur ‘delayed’, where the respondent first agrees to participate and answers all the 
questions in the initial telephone interview and then refuses to continue after that, 
subsequent to being sent the stated preference package. Similarly, there may be ‘delayed’ 
refusals from bus users, where the respondent first agrees to participate and answers all the 
questions in the initial intercept interview and then refuses to continue after that. 


Consistent with these anticipations, in order to obtain the minimum requirements indicated 
above, it is expected that many more than 375 private vehicle users and 125 bus users 
making ‘work’ trips and 375 private vehicle users and 125 bus users making ‘non-work’ trips 
will have to be identified and contacted or intercepted (accounting for ‘outright’ refusals) and 
that more than 1,000 stated preference packages sent out (accounting for ‘delayed’ 
refusals). 


At this point it is assumed that 1,250 stated preference packages will have to be sent out, 
corresponding to 1,250 contacts or intercepts where the respondent agrees to participate, in 
order to get 1,000 completed observations for a given purpose — implying a ‘delayed’ refusal 
rate of 20%. It is further assumed that the ‘outright’ refusal rate will be 75% (including ‘out of 
scope’ rejections where the trip purpose does not fit with requirements), which leads to the 
following numbers of initial contacts being required: 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 21 





e private vehicle users traveling between home and work — minimum of 1,875 initial 
contacts; 


e private vehicle users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home 
locations — minimum of 1,875 initial contacts; 


e bus users traveling between home and work — minimum of 625 initial contacts as 
intercepts; and 


e bus users traveling between home and non-work or between two non-home locations — 
minimum of 625 initial contacts as intercepts. 


The pre-test survey is conducted in part to provide further insight into the refusal rates that 
can be expected. 


For the pre-test survey a minimum of 30 usable observations will be conducted for each 
travel market segment being considered. It is anticipated that a minimum of 150 travelers in 
each segment will have to be identified or intercepted and asked to participate as part of this 
process. 


SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
Initial Contact Interview 


For the private vehicle users this will be a telephone interview conducted by an interviewer 
at a desk. The interview will be guided by a form at the desk, with the interviewer recording 
the responses on the form in each interview. 


For the bus users this will be a personal interview conducted by an interviewer either ina 
bus station or on a bus. The interview will be guided by a form that is largely similar to the 
one used to guide the telephone interviews of private vehicle users, with the interviewer 
recording the responses on the form during each interview. 

At the start, the survey is explained, including both objectives and process, and the 
respondent is told his or her vehicle was observed in the corridor. Then the respondent is 
asked if he or she is willing to participate. 


For those private vehicle users and bus users agreeing to participate, the information to be 
obtained from each respondent concerning the trip that was being made when the vehicle 
was observed or the traveler was intercepted is: 

e the address of the origin of the trip; 

e the address of the destination of the trip; 

e the purpose of the trip (‘home to work’, ‘work to home’, ‘home to other’, ‘other to home’, 
‘work to other’, ‘other to work’, ‘other to other’); 

e the frequency of the trip; 

e the proportion of times other modes are used for the trip and what these other modes 
are (‘drive alone’, ‘drive with others in group making the entire trip together’, ‘formal 
carpool’, ‘express bus walk access’, ‘express bus drive access’); 

e for the private vehicle users only: the number of other travelers in the vehicle with the 
respondent during the trip; 
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e the size of the group making the entire trip together with the respondent; 
e time to drive from origin to destination of trip (to nearest 5 minutes); and 


e willingness to participate in further stated preference questions (a little ‘game’ designed 
to find out about potential rail and bus use) — provided observations are still required for 
the indicated purpose category 


if ‘yes’, then: 
e asuitable time for the second telephone interview. 


Initial drafts of the forms for this initial contact interview are shown in Figures 4 (for private 
vehicle users) and 5 (for bus users). 


Stated Preference Package 


The stated preference package sent to those agreeing to participate in the further stated 
preference questions included the following: 


e randomly selected set of cards describing various mode alternatives for the trip, 
including rail alternatives; 


e cover letter indicating the importance of participating in the survey, expressing thanks for 
agreeing to participate, listing the items in the stated preference package and providing 
relevant telephone contact numbers regarding the survey; 


e one-page brochure-style description of commuter rail services, including photos showing 
the interior of the train cars and its seats and an indication of the frequency of train times 
and the availability of a drinks service; 


e very brief ‘bullet-point-form’ instructions page setting out how the respondent should 
consider the hypothetical alternatives and develop a ranking before the interviewer 
telephones; 


e description of the scale used in the 0 to 10 rating of hypothetical alternatives. 


The randomly selected set of cards describing various mode alternatives for the trip will be 
drawn by computer from one of several larger sets of cards, with these sets sorted 
according to the appropriate driving time for the trip. In particular, if the respondent during 
the initial contact interview indicates that the estimated driving time is under 18 minutes, 
then 4 alternatives are selected randomly from the cards in ‘Bin 1’. Each of the alternatives 
in Bin 1 describes a journey by a particular mode (sometimes rail) that is consistent with an 
auto drive time in the range from 0 to 17 minutes. If the respondent indicates that the 
estimated driving time is between 18 and 37 minutes, then 4 alternatives are selected 
randomly from the cards in Bin 2 — with each of these cards describing a journey consistent 
with a 18 to 37 minutes auto drive. The ranges of driving times for the full set of Bins are as 
follows: 





Bin Driving Time 

Number (minutes) 

1 00 to 17 

2 18 to 37 

3 38 to 57 

4 58 to 77 
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5 78 to 97 
6 98 to 117 
7 118 or more 


Each card, whatever bin it is in, lays out a description of a specific journey by a particular 
mode in terms of the variables of interest. A number with five digits, a dash and then one 
digit is included in the upper right hand corner of each card. The five digits to the left of the 
dash include a unique 4-digit number (starting at 1000) that identifies all of the cards sent to 
a given respondent together with a fifth digit that acts as a ‘parity’ check on the first 4 digits. 
The single digit to the right of the dash indicates the bin from which the card was selected. 
There is also a one-letter code in the lower right-hand corner of the card that is used to 
identify the particular card within the full set of cards sent to the respondent, and to keep 
track of the states shown for each of the variables of interest. It is this one letter code that 
the respondent uses to describe the preference rankings among the alternatives in the 
stated preference process. These cards are included in the SP Survey mail-out packet 


Each person agreeing to participate will be mailed three different sets of 4 randomly 
selected cards, as opposed to just one such set. These different sets will be distinguished 
by a ‘1’, ‘2’ or ‘3’ in the upper left-hand corner of each card in order to indicate the set in 
which they belong. The cards will be numbered in this way as part of the random selection 
process. This will permit the stated preference ranking process to be done three separate 
times, rather than just once, which will triple the amount of preference information obtained 
in each interview. 


Each set of 4 randomly selected cards included: 

e one ‘Private Vehicle All The Way’ alternative; 

e one ‘Walk Then Rail’ alternative 

e one ‘Private Vehicle Then Rail’ alternatives; and 


e one randomly selected from all of the remaining alternatives, including ‘Walk Then 
Express Bus’, ‘Private Vehicle Then Express Bus’, ‘Walk Then Bus Then Rail’, ‘Private 
Vehicle Then Carpool’ as available. 


The one-page brochure-style description of commuter rail services is also included in the 
mail-out packet. This will be referred to as part of a description of commuter rail as a 
transportation option during the stated preference interview — to ensure that the terms used 
are clearly defined and consistently understood for all respondents. 


Second Telephone Interview 


This will be a telephone interview conducted by an interviewer at a desk. The interview will 
be guided by a form at the desk, with the interviewer recording the responses on the form in 
each interview. The information to be obtained from each respondent is: 


e the order of preference for the hypothetical mode alternatives described on the cards 
given the respondent, from most preferred to least preferred; 


e the ‘0 to 10’ rating score assigned to each hypothetical mode alternative by the 
respondent, based on the described scale for 0 to 10 scores provided to the respondent; 


e the ‘0 to 10’ rating score assigned to the trip actually made; 
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activity at origin of trip; 

household car ownership; 

nature of any employer parking arrangements (for those making a work trip); 
parking costs; 

walking distance from parking location to final destination; 

household size; 

household income; and 

number of workers in the household. 


Obtaining a ‘0 to 10’ rating score for each hypothetical alternative provides additional 
information for comparing preferences across sets of alternatives (which is particularly 
useful in the estimation of alternative specific constants for rail alternatives) and also permits 
a confirmation of indicated preference rankings. 


Note that the first two items would be obtained up to three times, once for each set of 4 
hypothetical alternatives sent to the respondent as discussed above. 


Initial drafts of the forms for this telephone interview are shown in Figures 4 (for videotape 
recruitment) and 5 (for bus user recruitment). 
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Figure 4: CAC CORRIDOR SURVEY VIDEOTAPE RECRUITMENT 
TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 


SAMPLE PAGE RECRUIT INT # 








CITY 


COUNTY 





INTERVIEWER SUPERVISOR 
INTRO: 
Hello, My name is and I’m with Olson Research. As part of a study of travel in the Canton — 


Akron — Cleveland Corridor undertaken by , the vehicle registered in your name was 
videotaped in the Corridor, on just outside of on 








Because you actually use this travel route, we would very much like to gather some information about your 
travel there, for planning for future travel needs in that area. This information is very important because it 
is about actual travel in the Corridor and attitudes regarding this travel. 


Please be assured that all information you provide is strictly confidential. Your name will not be attached 
to your answers. What you say will be combined with answers of other travelers and analyzed that way. 


I'd like to ask some questions about your most recent one-way trip of about 20 miles or more in 
the Canton — Akron — Cleveland Corridor? This will only take 5 to 6 minutes of your time. 
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Q1 About how long ago did you make this trip? (READ AND CIRCLE CODE) 

TOGAY ae sessuertltesihe Sos tin Ab echeatt 2 scent cucetd nd ot ie 1 (CONTINUE) 

VOStSIIay a scheietietecietecieptdendetieheeetetlenitedendte 2 (CONTINUE) 

2AOiP CAS sacedis vince eesti sansa tduyag ievdeded-aeiegadssatycadstdesagiepieé 3 (CONTINUE) 

BitO TA GAYS ou sicert ha Maadteryee devrait tee Hae thane 4 (CONTINUE) 

More than 14 DayS AGO .........eeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeeetenaeeeeeenaes 5 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 

CANNOT REGAL siecesevertsecdueeceetivevsteteenceeasertsetenrtee 8 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 

REFUSED esciske ois Sieevstee tac iicecrsabhes ects fants nieae 9 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 

Q2 Where were you at the start of the trip: home, work, or some other type of location? (CIRCLE 
CODE) 

HOME wxa4.sent. viet artnet ate eit: 1 (CONTINUE) 

WORK. iccsikertci hia eeeet ney tier 2 (CONTINUE) 

OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE) 

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED..............c::cceceesteceeeesteeeeesaaes 9 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 

Q3 What is the precise address of that starting location? (PROBE FOR THE EXACT STREET 
ADDRESS AND TOWN. AT LEAST GET THE CLOSEST CROSS STREETS AND CORNER 
(NE, NW, SE, SW) AND THE TOWN.) 

street address or closest cross streets and corner 
town 

Q4 And where were you at the end of the trip: home, work or some other type of location? (OMIT 
‘HOME’ AS AN ALTERNATIVE IF ‘HOME’ INDICATED FOR Q104) 

OMB iicFiires vies eset Eas ee ees 1 (CONTINUE) 

WORK i 6e2.6 eevee Fev a ate eed 2 (CONTINUE) 

OTHER (WRITE IN) 7 (CONTINUE) 

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED..............c:scceceesteeeeeetteeeeeenaes 9 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 
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Q5 What is the precise address of that ending location? (PROBE FOR THE EXACT STREET 
ADDRESS AND TOWN. AT LEAST GET THE CLOSEST CROSS STREETS AND CORNER 
(NE, NW, SE, SW) AND THE TOWN) 





street address or closest cross streets and corner 





town 
Assign trip purpose category using the following table — by circling the category label: 


Qi Answer Q3 Answer TRIP 
CATEGORY 


HOME ae nes _____ HBW 
OTHER ——_————_—_-> HBO 


WORK HOME ——_» HBW 
WORK ————__» NHB 


OTHER —____________ NHB 

OTHER HOME — HBO 
WORK ——__ ® NHB 

OTHER ——————————nHB 


Q6 What mode of transportation were you using for this trip, that is, how did you make the trip? 
(READ AND CIRCLE CODE) 





Private vehicle (car, van, light trUCk) ......... eee 1 (CONTINUE) 

Taxi. 2 (CONTINUE) 

MoOtorCyClovice. cn tev atitn ain Audectastecesinaeeheateg 3 (CONTINUE) 

Bicycle. 6 (SKIP TO Q16) 

OTHER (WRITE IN) 7 (SKIP TO Q16) 

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.......0...::::cceeeeeeeeeeesteeeeeeeeees 9 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 


Q7 How many people were in the vehicle, including you? (CIRCLE CODE) 


Vga hel niin epiiiidetlt. a aenkd etitt ene 1 
Dai Riteaseh thse Maat alta Nea tea et tauneveatencattaes te eeeeaaale sedate ang 2 
Diebitzenecttarvelttet sh Mate ehtette limber yen at hntte st meliloti, 3 
Aish ceteas i Abk Ma ee hades ar eee eats oats 4 
5 or more (WRITE IN) 5 





DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.......... cece eee eeeetereeeeeees 9 
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Q8: Were you the driver or a passenger? (CIRCLE CODE) 
DRIMER tecestectteseesiictesraattesuabbere thee: ietsderteluiaedt ieee iibeindes 1 (SKIP TO Q10) 
PASSENGER iteiscpscebsdectsssiiccdc ong teenveadbesecatadeeusbivesticneag 2 (CONTINUE) 
BOTH PASSENGER AND DRIVER............::c:sceeeeeees 3 (CONTINUE) 
Q9g: And were you in the vehicle when it was parked or were you just dropped off? (CIRCLE CODE) 
PARKED vit. utsdoe i ctindivieiatiaved hs aatewwati evriatentes 1 (CONTINUE) 
DROPPED, OFF its cccsnictessedhsiscssesghasssiabascdeazehassadhsaseebes 2 (CONTINUE) 
Q10 How much was paid for parking or cab in $? (WRITE IN) 
$ 
INDICATE UNITS 
for entry ... 1 
per hour ... 2 
for the day ... 3 
for the month ... 4 
OTHER (WRITE IN) ... 5 
DON’T KNOW HOW MUCH PAID ... 6 
Q11 How many minutes did it take to walk from where you left the vehicle to your final destination? 
(WRITE IN) 
Minutes (SKIP TO Q16) 
Q12___ Did you walk or use a private vehicle to get to the location where you boarded the bus? (CIRCLE 
CODE) 
WALKEDe ad. cicietn hacia nies 1 (CONTINUE WITH Q13A) 
PRIVATE VEHICLE. «2 xiczcedsndciseii os dapsestesetocinadtneceediees 2 (CONTINUE WITH Q13B) 
OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE WITH Q13C) 
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED...........cccccceceeseeeeseeteeeeeeeeeees 9 (CONTINUE) 
Q13 And how far did you have to travel from where your trip started to where you boarded the bus? 


(WRITE IN) 


13A. How many minutes walking? 
13B. How many minutes in private vehicle? 
13C. How many minutes travelling? 
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Q14 __ Did you walk or use a private vehicle to get from where you exited the bus to the trip ending 
location? (CIRCLE CODE) 





WALKED coccsssictee cieiseethecvethtesvatevsstitevtateinestinecetstatvans 1 (CONTINUE WITH Q15A) 
PRIVATE VEHICLE 5: izxccsc-cgecsssenuieeuaendisteantaaneeaececazianeng 2 (CONTINUE WITH Q15B) 
OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE WITH Q15C) 
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.....00. eee eee eeeeeretneeees 9 (CONTINUE) 


Q15 And how far will you have to travel from where you exit the bus to the trip ending location? 
(WRITE IN) 


15A. How many minutes walking? 





15B. How many minutes in private vehicle? 





15C. How many minutes travelling? 





Q1i6  Onamonthly basis, how often do you make this particular trip, from starting point to ending point 
as indicated (WRITE IN) 
Monthly 





Q17 In minutes, please estimate the driving time to make this trip, again, from starting point to ending 
point? (CIRCLE CODE) 





MINUTES 

Up 10:22». niche. Gaia enti iea.Gak herasnee 1 
DINOS Prahertauiliae ai eer tani er eas eat 2 
BBO D2 ce leccteg ca sheeted ietenns Sacapeg sistea wt dunenbed atheets Sencetaa ithe 3 
53 10:67 occ il tna eat 4 
O80 :82 ssi soetavisboagtz ian bade suaeceg ey aay netasta tougaziadbedhevaotanas nines: 5 
BS 102102 Fie. cua ti ahiteia nee ted dietary 6 
103 or more (WRITE IN) 7 
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED..........2:::cceeeceeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeees 9 


(ASK Q18 IF RESPONDENT IS WITHIN SCOPE GUIDELINES. OTHERWISE, THANK, TALLY AND 
TERM) 


Q18 Would you be willing to participate in an additional interview conducted over the telephone 
concerning other travel mode options for your trip? We would telephone you some time within the 
next week and ask you to ‘play a game’ ranking hypothetical alternatives for your trip using a 
package with specially-designed cards that we will mail to you before the call. Actually, many 
people think it is kind of fun; and it would help us understand how well other travel modes would 
work for you and others. (CIRCLE CODE) 


yes ... 1 (GO TO Q19) 


no ...2 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 
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Q19 (CONFIRM THE NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS AND ARRANGE A TIME TO CALL ABOUT 
FOUR TO SEVEN DAYS LATER) 


Name: 





Mailing address: 








Zip Code: 








Approximate time and day to call: 


Thank you very much for participating. Your input is really very important to us. 
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Figure 5: CAC Corridor Survey Bus User Recruitment 
Personal Intercept Interview 


RECRUIT INT # 





PHONE 





STATE 


LOCATION 
Erieville — Snowville Downtown Akron 


Prospect/Ontario Twinsburg/Hudson 


Libby/County Line Kent State Akron KSU Student Ctr 


East 13/Payne Mt. Sinai Hospital 
Broadway/County Line Euclid Square Mall 

Akron Metro — Public Square Great Northern Mall 

Akron Metro — Chapel Hill Mall Rock Hall of Fame 

Akron Metro — Main Place Ravenna — Windham -— Garrettsville 
Akron/Canton Airport Express Ravenna — Mantua 

Akron Metro — Richfield/Bath Canton 


Akron — Canton Airport 





INTERVIEWER SUPERVISOR 
INTRO: 


Hello, My name is and I’m with 





We would very much like to gather some information about your travel in the Canton — Akron — Cleveland 
Corridor, for planning for future travel needs in the area. This information is very important because it is 
about actual travel in the Corridor and attitudes regarding this travel. 


Please be assured that all information you provide is strictly confidential. Your name will not be attached 
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to your answers. Instead, your answers will be combined with those of other travelers and be analyzed in 
that way. 





Q1 Where were you at the start of this trip: home, work, or some other type of location? (CIRCLE 
CODE) 

HOME wri seevssiee tannic are asi ease 1 (CONTINUE) 

WORK sisciivecicun tein chinediaiei aiid elastin 2 (CONTINUE) 

OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE) 

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED..............c:ccceceesteeeeessteeeeeeaaes 9 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 


Q2 What is the precise address of that starting location? (PROBE FOR THE EXACT STREET 
ADDRESS AND TOWN. AT LEAST GET THE CLOSEST CROSS STREETS AND CORNER 
(NE, NW, SE, SW) AND THE TOWN) 





street address or closest cross streets and corner 





town 


Q3 And where will you be at the end of this trip: home, work or some other type of location? (OMIT 
‘HOME’ AS AN ALTERNATIVE IF ‘HOME’ INDICATED EARLIER) (CIRCLE CODE) 


ON ric ee ele ee ne eee er tert a 1 (CONTINUE) 
NON anther clans atte aesheta 2 (CONTINUE) 
OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE) 





DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.......... cee ee eee eee eeeeeeeeeees 9 (SKIP TO Q14) 
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Q4 


Q5 


What is the precise address of that ending location? (PROBE FOR THE EXACT STREET 
ADDRESS AND TOWN. AT LEAST GET THE CLOSEST CROSS STREETS AND CORNER 
(NE, NW, SE, SW) AND THE TOWN) 





street address or closest cross streets and corner 





town 


INSTRUCTION 
(ASSIGN TRIP PURPOSE CATEGORY USING THE FOLLOWING TABLE — BY CIRCLING THE 
CATEGORY LABEL) 


Qi ANSWER. Q3 ANSWER TRIP CATEGORY 
HOME eee > HEW 
OTHER —————_—_—> HBO 
WORK HOME —W__—» HBW 
WORK ——________» NHB 
OTHER ——___________» NHB 


OTHER HOME —— ” HBO 
WORK ———————_ NHB 
OTHER ——_> NHB 


Did you walk or use a private vehicle to get to the location where you boarded the bus? (CIRCLE 
CODE) 


WALKED wi ict tatecccicaeesbelecucchs tvenenseteebbtaseensbasetvt evs scatete 1 (CONTINUE WITH Q6A) 
PRIVATE VEHICLE si ssjsscescccagstoetexsaeeaasas deg anehaaineetee 2 (CONTINUE WITH Q6B) 
OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE WITH Q6C) 





DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......... eee ee eee eeeeeereeeeeees 9 (CONTINUE) 


Q6 


And how far did you have to travel from the trip starting point to where you boarded the bus? 
(WRITE IN) 


6A. How many minutes walking? 





6B. How many minutes in private vehicle? 





6C. How many minutes travelling? 
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Q7 Will you walk or use a private vehicle to get from where you exit the bus to the trip ending 
location? (CIRCLE CODE) 

WALK Sicteeeseet ob heel cteieetdeeendibsae then axtvagetaleeret bine cetetelaces 1 (CONTINUE WITH Q8A) 
PRIVATE VEHICLE. ....0....0.cccccceceeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeeeeeneeeeneees 2 (CONTINUE WITH Q8B) 
OTHER (WRITE IN) 3 (CONTINUE WITH Q8C) 
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED...........::ceccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeteenees 9 
Q8 And how far will you have to travel from where you exit the bus the trip ending location? 

Q8A. How many minutes walking? 

Q8B. How many minutes in private vehicle? 

Q8C. How many minutes travelling? 
Q9 On a monthly basis, how often do you make this particular trip, from starting point to ending point? 


(WRITE IN) 
MONTHLY 


Q10 In minutes, please estimate the driving time to make this trip, again, from starting point to ending 
point? (CIRCLE CODE) 





MINUTES 

Up 'tO°22 ts. cchiehlaeises seid eee ea 1 
ZO LOST ci Aisstecnc cinecetdstunennsdincacedscttes ntaahenetastgeenaduneetedonee 2 
38 102 D2 vecrenitivtyeteapeitiehiees ghetueinetivtlgetennt hated ohedunte 3 
53 10:67 3 .ciiva liv deine tile ia wcaliy aie 4 
68:10:82) sited retire estate ee eee 5 
BS 110 102s sien eon tii aera auton heen gene ty 6 
103 or more (WRITE IN) fs 
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.......0..2c:ccceeeeeeeteeeeeteeeeeeeeees 9 


(ASK Q11 IF RESPONDENT IS WITHIN SCOPE GUIDELINES. OTHERWISE, THANK, TALLY AND 
TERM) 


Q11 Would you be willing to participate in an additional interview conducted over the telephone 
concerning other travel mode options for your trip? We would telephone you some time over the 
next few days and ask you to ‘play a game’ ranking hypothetical alternatives for your trip using a 
package with specially-designed cards that we will mail to you before the call. Actually, many 
people think it is kind of fun; and it would help us understand how well other modes would work for 
you and others. 


yes ... 1 (GO TO Q12) 
no....2 (THANK, TALLY AND TERM) 
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Q12 


(CONFIRM THE NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS AND ARRANGE A TIME TO CALL ABOUT 
FOUR TO SEVEN DAYS LATER) 


Name: 





Mailing address: 








Zip Code: 








Approximate time to call: 


Thank you very much for participating. Your input is really very important to us. 


, OnIO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
CENTRAL OFFICE, P.O. Box 899, CoLumBuUS, Oulo 432 16-0899 





Dear Survey Participant: 


We are asking you to help us understand transportation in the Cleveland-Akron-Canton region. Your 
opinion about transportation as a resident of this area is important. Please take a moment to review the 
enclosed materials. The feedback you and your neighbors give us will help us determine what 
improvements we can make to the regional transportation system to be most effective in reducing futur: 
traffic congestion. 


Below are answers to some commonly asked questions about our efforts: 


Why is this survey necessary? - The survey will provide ODOT and a host of local governments and 
transportation agencies with information that will give us a better understanding of transportation issues 
in the region, which, in turn, will help us develop alternatives for improving regional travel. 


Why should I participate? - Your participation and the participation of other residents in the region is 
vital! The study will be only as good as the feedback we receive from study participants. We need 
thoughtful and accurate information from people like you to help us forecast travel in the future so that 
we can evaluate how effective different transportation alternatives might be in improving travel for 
everyone. Additionally, the ranking exercise in which we will ask you to compare different travel options 
for given scenarios should be interesting and maybe fun! 


Is the information I provide confidential? - Rest assured that we will protect the privacy and 
confidentiality of your responses. In fact, we will not even attach your name to the information you 
provide. We will take your responses and group them together with the responses from everyone else. 

_ How do I participate? - Please take a moment to review the enclosed materials and instruction sheet. 
Keep the materials near your phone so you will be ready when the interviewer from CJ Olson Market 
Research, Inc. calls in a few days. At that time, the interviewer will help you through the materials and 


answer any survey-related questions. 


Who do I contact if I have questions? - You may contact the Cleveland offices of Parsons Brinkerhoff 
Ohio, Inc. if you have any questions. The number is 216-781-7888. 


Thank you for taking part in this study. We greatly appreciate your assistance. 


Respectfully, 


Gordon Proctor 
Director 


GP:CM:jkw 


INSTRUCTIONS FOR STATED PREFERENCE EXERCISE 





You should have in the packet: 

e Aone-page brochure with some pictures of trains on it; 

Another one-page brochure with some pictures of buses on it; 

Three separate sets of 4 sheets describing different ways of traveling; 

A single yellow sheet describing “Standard Rating Scores”; and 

A letter from Gordon Proctor, Director of the Ohio Department of Transportation. 


Please review the brochures in order to understand what is meant by the terms 
‘commuter rail’ and ‘express bus’ before proceeding with the “Stated Preference” 
exercise. 


In the “Stated Preference” exercise you are to consider the different sets of alternatives 
for making your trip as described on the 3 separate sets of cards included in the packet. 


Starting with just the first set, which is indicated by the number “1” in the upper left- 
hand corner of the card, lay out the four cards in front of you. As you can see, each 
card describes an alternative way of making the trip, including various times, distances 
and costs. Please note that there is a single letter in the lower right-hand corner of the 
card. This identifies the alternative. 


Place these alternatives in the order you would prefer to use them for the trip that we 
talked to you about, from most preferred to least preferred (that is, from the one you 
like best to the one you like least). Forget the way you actually made the trip, and just 
consider these four alternatives. The point of the exercise is to get you to decide which 
is preferred when you have to make trade-offs between good and not-so-good choices. 


If a time between buses or trains is mentioned, this means the frequency of how often 
they run. If there are any bicycle or walking trips included as alternatives, then you are 


to imagine bicycling or walking for the entire trip over the actual distance mentioned. 
If you do not have a private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) available to you in reality, you 
can pretend you do when ranking the alternatives, and just indicate your preferences as 
if you had a private vehicle. : 


Please make a note of the order of the cards from most to least preferred so when a 
telephone interviewer calls you can tell him or her your ranking of the cards. 


Next, please look at the yellow “Standard Rating Scores” sheet in your packet. You are 
to assign each of the four alternatives a O to 10 rating score. Again, note the rating you 
assigned each of the alternatives so you can tell the telephone interviewer. 


‘Please repeat the ranking and rating processes with card set 2 and then with card set 3. 


Keep the information near the phone so you can access your preferences quickly when 
the interviewer calls. 


eCommuter rail typically uses diesel- 
powered passenger trains of about 3-to- 
5 cars running on standard railroad 
track. 


eTrains would run in both directions 
between Canton and Cleveland daily 
during the morning and evening rush 
hour periods, possibly with some mid- 
day, evening and weekend service. 





Commuter Rail train at a station platform 


e Commuter Rail stations would be 
located at several locations 
between Canton and Cleveland, 
with one in Downtown Cleveland. 
There would be a large park and 
ride lot at most stations. 





Commuter Rail Interior 


¢ Commuter rail provides a smooth and quiet 
ride, with comfortable seats. 


¢ Commuter rail trains run at typical speeds of 
50 miles per hour. 





Commuter rail train running adjacent to freeway 


What is ‘Express Bus’? 






e Express bus uses special coaches 
operating long-distance on regular 
highways between special stations. 


e Express bus coaches could run 
hourly in both directions between 
Canton and Cleveland, with more 
frequent service from Akron to 
Cleveland, between 6:00 a.m. and 
9:00 p.m. 


Express bus operating in special bus/carpool lane 


e Express bus coaches include two large, 
padded reclining seats on each side of 
the aisle and have reading lamps and 
other features. 





Express Bus coach 


e Express bus coaches run at typical 
highway speeds. Express buses can 
travel faster than cars if special bus and 


e Express bus stations would be carpool lanes are provided. 


located at several locations 
between Canton and Cleveland, 
with one in Downtown Cleveland. 
There would be large park and ride 
lots at many stations. 


e Many stations would include 
shops selling candy, newspapers 
and other items. 


e Metro RTA’s X60 and X61 bus 
routes between Akron and 
Cleveland are examples of express 
bus services. 





Interiors of Express Bus Coaches 


STANDARD RATING SCORES 


PERFECT REASONABLE TERRIBLE 


10. 0.9.. .8.. 2.7. 6. 85. w4. 08. 22. O02. .0.. 


Set 1 “Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) all the way 


Acting as Driver or Passenger: either 
One-Way Riding Time: 28 minutes 
One-way Toll: free (no toll) 
Parking Charge (for entire stay): $12.00 


Walking Time From Parking: 13 minutes 


Set 1 ‘Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) all the way 


Acting as Driver or Passenger: either 
One-Way Riding Time: 20 minutes 
One-way Toll: $3.50 
Parking Charge (for entire stay) $12.00 
Walking Time From Parking: 15 minutes 


Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle then express bus 


Driving Time To Stop: 7 minutes 


Driving Distance To Stop: 2.2 miles 
Parking Charge At Stop (for entire stay): free 
One-way Fare: $2.00 

Time Between Buses: 15 minutes 
One-way Riding Time on Bie 20 minutes 


Walking Time From Stop At Destination: 1 minutes 





Opt 59267-2 
Alternative: walk then commuter rail train 


Walking Time To Station At Origin: 11 minutes 
One-way Fare: $1.50 
Time Between Trains: 60 minutes 


One-way Riding Time on Train: 31 minutes 


Walking Time From Station At Destination: 10 minutes 





Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) all the way 


Acting as Driver or Passenger: 
One-Way Riding Time: 


One-way Toll: 


Parking Charge (for entire stay): 


Walking Time From Parking: 


either 
27 minutes 
$3.00 
$9.00 


12 minutes 





Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle then commuter rail train 


Driving Time To Station: 8 minutes 


Driving Distance To Station: 2.6 miles 
Parking Charge At Station (for entire stay): $1.50 
One-way Fare: $2.00 

Time Between Trains: 60 minutes 
One-way Riding Time on Train: 31 minutes 


Walking Time From Station At Destination: 9 minutes 





Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) all the way 


Acting as Driver or Passenger: 
One-Way Riding Time: 


One-way Toll: 


Parking Charge (for entire stay): 


‘Walking Time From Parking: 


either 
38 minutes 


free (no toll) 


$9.00 


10 minutes 





Opt 59267-2 


an 


Alternative: walk then bus then commuter rail train 


‘Walking Time To Bus Stop At Origin: 15 minutes 
‘One-way Fare, For Bus And Train Together: $4.00 
‘One-way Riding Time on Bus To Station: 9 minutes 


‘Note That Bus Runs Directly To Train 


Station and Meets Train 


‘Time Between Trains: | 25 minutes 


‘One-way Riding Time on Train: 38 minutes 


Walking Time From Station At Destination: 6 minutes 





‘Set 3 ‘Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: private vehicle (car, van, pick-up) all the way 


Acting as Driver or Passenger: either 
One-Way Riding Time: 24 minutes 
One-way Toll: $5.00 
Parking Charge (for entire stay): $12.00 
Walking Time From Parking: 4 minutes 


Alternative: walk then commuter rail train 


‘Walking Time To Station At Origin: 


‘One-way Fare: 
‘Time Between Trains: 
‘One-way Riding Time on Train: 


‘Walking Time From Station At Destination: 


“Opt 59267-2 


13 minutes 
$2.00 

120 minutes 
29 minutes 


12 minutes 





Set 3 Opt 59267-2 


Alternative: walk then bus then commuter rail train 


Walking Time To Bus Stop At Origin: 7 minutes 
One-way Fare, For Bus And Train Together: $4.00 
One-way Riding Time on Bus To Station: 5 minutes 


Note That Bus Runs Directly To Train 


Station and Meets Train 


Time Between Trains: | 120 minutes 
One-way Riding Time on Train: 21 minutes 
Walking Time From Station At Destination: 11 minutes 


Set 3 


Alternative: private vehicle then express bus 


Driving Time To Stop: 

Driving Distance To Stop: 

Parking Charge At Stop (for entire stay): 
One-way Fare: 

Time Between Buses: 

One-way Riding Time on Bus: 


Walking Time From Stop At Destination: 


‘Opt 59267-2 


10 minutes 
4.3 miles 
free 

$1.50 

‘60 minutes — 
21 minutes — 


10 minutes | 
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CAC MIS 
RP/SP Survey Summary 


Introduction 


This memorandum summarizes the results of the revealed preference/stated preference 
(RP/SP) survey conducted as a part of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor Major Investment Study (CAC). The purpose of the survey is to gather data to support 
the development of a travel demand mode choice model for inter-reginal travel. The survey 
received responses from 722 residents who use the corridor for work and other types of travel 
by both auto and transit modes. The survey was conducted from November 1999 through 
January 2000. 


Survey participants were recruited by phone, based on two database lists. One list was 
developed by in-person recruitment at transit stations, which serve inter-regional travel. Auto 
users were recruited from a video-based collection of license plates, observed at three key 
locations in the corridor on a typical day in the fall of 1999. Recruitment consisted of verification 
that an individual did use the corridor, and gaining his/her agreement to participate in the full 
survey. The survey packet was then mailed to the recruited persons, and a follow-up interview 
was taken to obtain the information. Figure 1 shows the distribution of home locations of the 
survey respondents. The map shows a general distribution throughout the corridor, with transit 
users more tightly aggregated around CBD locations, where transit accessibility is best. 


The survey asked not only basic demographic questions, and questions regarding the person’s 
actual trip, but also solved a “game-playing” exercise in which the survey participant was asked 
to rank and rate four hypothetical travel options. These options included: 


Auto 

Carpool 

Walk-to-Express Bus 

Drive-to-Express Bus 

Walk-to-Commuter Rail 

Drive-to-Commuter Rail 

Walk-to-Feeder Bus, then Transfer to Commuter Rail 


SP ee 
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Figure 1: RP/SP Survey Respondent Locations 
Map Layers 


e Transit Home 


e Auto Home 
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In any one set of choices, only four modes were available for selection. Three rounds of 
this rating “game” were played for each participant. The options presented to each 
survey participant were selected in such a way as to insure the necessary degree of 
variability in option parameters such as travel time, wait time, transit fare and parking 
costs. 


For more information on the conduct of the survey refer to the survey design memo and 
the memo summarizing the recruitment and survey administration results. 


The remaining portions of this memo will cover the results of the survey. The second 
section summarizes the basic demographic statistics of the respondents. The third 
section discusses the actual or revealed preference information. This is information 
about the trip the respondent actually took. The fourth section describes the stated 
preference information. This is the response to the questions regarding hypothetical 
travel options. 


Il. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents 


Figures 2 through 6 show various distributions of demographic data, which describe the 
households in the sample. 


Figure 2: Income Distribution 


Respondents were asked to provide their total household income, before tax. Figure 2 
shows this income distribution. In general, the reported household income was relatively 
high, with the largest single grouping between $50,000 and $75,000 per year. The 
average was $65,000 per year (this assumes an average income of $140,000/yr for 
those reporting income over $120,000). Using the 1990 CTPP (Census Transportation 
Planning Package) and allowing for inflation, we get a mean income of $48,000. The 
discrepancy may be due in part to reporting error, since income is typically overstated. 
Another factor may be that this survey does not include many low-income households in 
urban areas (especially Cleveland) who do not commute long distances within the 
corridor. 


Figure 3: Autos per Household 


The survey showed a relatively high rate of auto ownership, with an average of 2.4 autos 
per household, compared with a CTPP value of 1.7. This may be a reflection of the 
apparent higher income level of the respondents, and of their need to make the long 
corridor trips, which sets this sample apart from the general population. Note that 4 
percent of the households had no autos available. These are, of course, a prime transit 
market. 


Figure 4: Workers per Household 
This category included both full- and part-time workers. The average of 2.0 matches the 


1990 CTPP reported value for this region at 2.0 as well. Since work trips are the most 
important market for transit, this is also an important statistic. 
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Figure 5: Drivers per Household 


Figure 5 shows the distribution of drivers per household from the sample. An average of 
2.2 is shown, with 2 percent of the households with 0 drivers. As with autos, this is an 
important indicator of the size of the potential transit market. No CTPP comparable 
statistics were available. 


Figure 6: Household Size 
The size of the household is an indicator of the overall trip generation potential. In the 


sample, the average household size was 3.0, somewhat larger than the CTPP value of 
2.6 for this region. 
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Figure 2: Income Distribution 


Average Household Income: $65,000 
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Figure 3: Auto Ownership 
Average Autos per Household: 2.4 


4% of Households with 0 Autos 
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Figure 4: Workers per Household 
Average Workers per Household: 2.0 
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Figure 5: Drivers per Household 
Average Drivers per Household: 2.2 
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Figure 6: Household Size 
Average Household Size: 3.0 
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lI. Observed Trip Behavior 


Figures 7 through 9 show the distribution of actual trips by purpose. Table 7 shows this 
distribution for all surveys, while Figures 8 and 9 show the distributions for the auto and 
transit subsets. The figures illustrate that home-based work trips comprise the majority 
of trips in the corridor, almost two-thirds of the total trips. Home-based non-work trips 
amount to about 31percent of all trips, with only four percent non-home based trips. Of 
the non-home based trips, only one observation was not related to work. Transit trips, in 
comparison to auto trips, were even more work-oriented, with almost 80 percent of the 
trips as home-based work. 





Figure 7: Trip Purpose, All Modes 
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Figure 8: Trip Purpose, Auto Modes 

















Figure 9: Trip Purpose, Transit Modes 
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IV. Stated Preference Results 


Figures 10 and 11 show a summary of the responses from the stated preference 
rankings and ratings. As mentioned previously, each survey participant was asked to 
rank and rate four travel scenarios in order of preference. Each scenario contained a set 
of specific travel times (access, waiting time, in-vehicle times and egress times) and 
costs (parking costs and transit fares). The participants were also asked to rate their 
actual travel mode. The ratings shown in Figure 10 are the average ratings resulting 
from this exercise. Since the modes were rated in the context of three other options, 
and since the specific characteristics of each option varied, the rankings should be 
viewed in general terms only. However, some useful observations may be stated. 


First, the survey participants generally thought their current mode, either auto or transit, 
was superior to those options offered, including a hypothetical auto mode and carpool 
modes. Secondly, of the remaining hypothetical options, commuter rail scored slightly 
better than express bus, except for the bus-to-commuter rail option, which scored the 
lowest of all options. The ratings were determined on a 0-10 scale. 


Figure 11 illustrates the result of the ranking exercise. In this case, only the hypothetical 
mode options (which included auto) were considered. The graph shows the percent of 
the time each mode was chosen first, second, third and fourth. For example, auto was 
chosen first 36 percent of the time, chosen second 29 percent of the time, chosen third 
18 percent of the time and chosen fourth 17 percent of the time, summing to 100 
percent. The results are consistent with the rankings, showing that auto is the preferred 
mode, followed by commuter rail, express bus and bus-to-rail. 
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Figure 10: RP/SP Survey Average Modal Ratings 
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Technical Memorandum Number 5: 


Initial Screening of Options - Revised Draft 


The initial screening of options for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor MIS consisted of three phases: first, the elimination of options because of 
characteristics that make their implementation extremely unlikely and/or because they 
clearly do not address the study’s Purpose and Need and study goals and objectives; 
second, the selection of options for initial travel-demand-forecast analysis; and third, the 
elimination of three additional options based on the reviews conducted for the travel- 
forecast decisions. 


The first level of screening, typically referred to as “fatal flaw” screening, eliminated 
eight options from further analysis in the study. These options were eliminated 
essentially because they did not meet the Purpose and Need and because they relied 
upon alignments or modes deemed categorically impractical. These options include: 


e Commuter rail on the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area’s Valley 
Railway 

Subways 

People Movers 

Monorails or Automated Guideway Transit (AGT) 

Magnetic Levitation (Maglev) 

Elevated Transit Alignments (except for short sections) 

High-Speed Rail, and 

Continuation of |-490 east from 55" Street to I-480/Broadway 


The brief statement of Purpose and Need, the evaluation criteria, and goals and 
objectives to be used for decision-making throughout the study are listed and defined in 
Exhibit A. These were approved by the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor Coordinating Committee. Exhibits B-1 through B-8 describe each option, list 
strengths and weaknesses, and include an evaluation of the options’ ability to address 
the study’s five evaluation criteria. In essence, the Exhibits document the reasons for 
elimination of the options. 


This initial screening is made on a qualitative, rather than quantitative, basis, before the 
development of detailed cost, ridership and cost-benefit analysis. However, the 
performance of similar systems in other cities has been used to provide order-of- 
magnitude information. Detailed analysis of options, based on financial, patronage and 
social-environmental factors, is thus limited to those options that offer the best potential 
for successfully addressing the travel needs of the corridor. 
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Brief Statement of Purpose and Need 


The purpose of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major 
Investment Study (CAC ITC MIS) is to produce a technically sound and publicly 
supported decision on a transportation strategy to address growing traffic 
congestion in the corridor and to meet Federal requirements for investments that 
may utilize Federal funding. 


The need for the study results from the growing congestion and safety problems 
along segments of the existing transportation system, which have led to inter- 
and intra-regional travel problems in the CAC corridor. It also results from a 
desire to consider alternative travel options and address the goals and objectives 
as stated in this document. 


Screening Criteria 


Effectiveness: To what extent does an option meet purpose and need and 
goals and objectives of the study? 
Cost-effectiveness: To what extent does an option meet the purpose and need 


and goals and objectives commensurate with its costs, financial and non- 
financial? 


Financial feasibility: To what extent is sufficient funding available — or likely to 
be available - to support construction, and operation and maintenance of an 
option? 

Environmental: To what extent does an option enhance or degrade the natural, 
social or economic environment? 


Equity: To what extent does an option provide an equitable distribution of 
benefits and costs among various subgroups? 
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Goals and Objectives 


e Improve inter-regional mobility 
Objectives: 
Produce travel-time savings, especially for relatively long-distance trips 
Reduce congestion on major inter-regional facilities 
Improve safety on those facilities 
Provide mobility options for both work and non-work trips 
Increase transit utilization 
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e Enhance economic development 
Objectives: 

“* Widen employment opportunities for citizens throughout the corridor 

* Support welfare-to-work and reverse commute initiatives 

Provide greater access to special events and entertainment venues throughout 

the corridor 

Improve inter-regional freight movement 


Encourage multi-modal design features in new development 
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e Preserve and protect the natural and social environment 
Objectives: 

“* Help improve air quality 

* Minimize noise impacts 

Protect sensitive areas, such as historic and cultural sites, wetlands and 

parklands 

Minimize neighborhood and community disruption 

Address environmental justice concerns by carefully assessing 

disproportionate impacts 

“+ Promote land use and development policies, and transportation strategies that 
are consistent and mutually supportive 
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e Develop a cost-effective investment strategy 
Objectives: 
Assure that overall benefits warrant their overall costs throughout the corridor 
Identify a fiscally realistic strategy 
Assure that both benefits and costs are shared equitable 


Include evaluation of each mode’s “true costs” 
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e Reach consensus on an investment strategy 
Objectives: 

“+ Produce a strategy that is supported by the public, elected officials and relevant 
agencies 

«“* Be consistent with the adopted transportation goals of the three Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations in the corridor 

«* Produce a strategy that is can move into the next phase in a timely fashion 
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Option: Commuter Rail on the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area Valley 


Railway 





The Cuyahoga Valley Scenic 
Railroad provides low speed 
popular excursion service through 
the Cuyahoga Valley National 
Recreation Area, running from just 
south of I-480 to near downtown 
Akron. The trackage (Valley 
Railway) is owned by the CVNRA. 
This alternative involves the 
implementation of commuter rail on 
this same route. 
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Effectiveness: Would not alleviate 
highway congestion because of 
relatively low ridership resulting from 
slow travel times and poor proximity to 
activity centers. 





Environmental: Track and parking 
lot construction would be disruptive 
to sensitive environment of National 
Recreation Area. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Would produce 
low ridership at relatively low cost. 


Equity: Would not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Would be 
relatively affordable. 








Other: Would not significantly 
improve mobility or support 
development. 





Recommendation 


Eliminate this alternative from further consideration due to environmental and 





effectiveness concerns. NEORail (Phase |) study eliminated this alignment from 





further consideration due to slow speed, environmental impacts, and poor 





access to suburban population centers. Previous studies estimate that the than 





population within a one-mile radius of stations is 22% lower in this option 








the Hudson or Kent commuter rail options. 
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Description 


Subways (transit lines of any 
technology light rail, commuter rail, 
bus - below grade) would eliminate 
all conflicts with vehicles and 
pedestrians, thus allowing for higher 
transit soeeds and improved safety. 
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Effectiveness: Would have Environmental: Would have little 
relatively high ridership and could affect on surface aesthetics, but 
have relatively high impact on potential impacts to water resources, 
congestion. and potential construction impacts. 


Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would Equity: Would not pose an equity 
be very high, relative to benefits ($200 problem. 
million per mile construction cost) 


Financial Feasibility: Funding Other: Unrealistically expensive, and 
would be very difficult to attain. region has rejected subways in other 
corridors. Disruptive construction. 
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of below-grade alignment where transit alignments could cross heavily-traveled 
highways. 
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Option: 


People movers are automated 
(usually elevated) transit systems 
that are designed to transport a 
large number of people quickly over 
(generally) short distances. 


People Movers 
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Effectiveness: Would carry relatively 
few riders for longer-distance trip and 
would not alleviate highway 
congestion, and it is slower than 
conventional transit at about 15mph. 


| 





Environmental: Elevated structure 
would result in negative 
environmental impact. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would be 
very high relative to benefits. ($40-100 
million per mile for construction) 


Equity: May not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding would 
be difficult to attain. 








Recommendation 


For effectiveness (travel time), cost-effectiveness, and financial feasibility 


Overall: Mode has never been 
successfully implemented in corridor 
of this length. 








reasons, this technology should be eliminated from further consideration. 





People movers function well on relatively short-distance routes with few stations. 





Most such systems are elevated, and exist at airports, anusement parks, and 





educational and medical facilities. 
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Option: Monorail/Automated Guideway Transit 


Description 


Monorails are transit systems that are 
supported by a single rail, whether 
from above or below the passenger 
cars. Most are elevated to avoid 
conflicts with pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic, which allows many systems to 
operate without a driver. These 
Oriverless elevated systems are also 
known as Automated Guideway 
Transit, or AGT. 


edb] g okex-y-- lave) (-1-10 WMC Ley: l(-w- ale Ole) (-\eq thet) 
Effectiveness: Not very effective Environmental: May not have 
for a corridor of this length and may significant impacts; can be obtrusive to 


not alleviate highway traffic neighborhoods 


Cost-Effectiveness: Very Equity: Generally costs/benefits are 


expensive to construct and maintain equitable to various groups 
(eg. O’Hare Airport $54 million per 
mile to construct) 


Financial Feasibility: Funding Overall: Not a reasonable option for 
would be difficult to obtain this 62-mile corridor because of high 
costs. 


acsxexolpaleatsvarerslicela 


For effectiveness (travel time), cost-effectiveness, and financial feasibility 
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Option: 


Magnetic levitation, or Maglev, 
technology allows trains to glide 
almost frictionless on a cushion 
created by the use of magnetic 
forces. Maglev Systems are under 
construction in Japan, and have 
achieved speeds approaching 350 
mph on test tracks. Must be grade- 
separated. 














Magnetic Levitation (Maglev) 
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Effectiveness: Would carry relatively 
few riders quickly (125+ mph) for 
longer-distance trips, would not 
alleviate highway congestion. 


Environmental: Elevated structure 
would result in environmental 
impacts to neighborhoods. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would be 
very high relative to benefits. (eg. 
Baltimore-Washington estimate- more 
than $100 million per mile) 


Equity: May not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding would 
be difficult to obtain. 





Other: Limited number of stations 
that could be provided would 
minimize access to activity centers. 











Recommendation 


For cost-effectiveness and financial feasibility reasons, this technology should be 





eliminated from further consideration. For high speeds, there would be 








very few stations, thus serving few corridor trips. 
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Option: 


Like subways, elevated transit 
alignments (whether for bus or rail) 
allow for greater transit speeds and 
reduced conflicts with surface 
traffic. 

















dU 1g oLek-X-W- lave Mm) (-1-10 WMC (ey: (-m- ale Ole) (-1e UA eS) 


Elevated Transit Alignments 





Effectiveness: Depending on 
technology, could have relatively high 
ridership and could help alleviate 
congestion. 





Environmental: Elevated structure 
would result in negative 
environmental impacts. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would be 
very high relative to benefits. (eg. 
construction, $60-75 million per mile, 
FTA 1991) 


Equity: Would not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding would 
be difficult to obtain. 








Other: Not a reasonable option 
because of high cost relative to 
effectiveness. 





Recommendation 


For cost-effectiveness and financial feasibility reasons, this alternative should be 





eliminated from further consideration. 





NOTE: The elimination of elevated alignments from consideration would not 





restrict the use of short segments of above-grade alignment where transit 








alignments could cross heavily-traveled highways. 
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Option: New Highway I-77/E.55" to I-480/Broadway (‘“I-490 Completion”) 


Construction of new continuation of 
I-490 from I-77/East 55th Street to 
current I-480 / Broadway 
Interchange. NOACA Board 
removed it from their Long Range 
Plan in the 1970's after the 
completion of an EIS. 














Purpose and Need / Goals and Objectives 




















Effectiveness: Would divert traffic Environmental: Would be very 

from |-480 and I-77, thus reducing disruptive to residential 

congestion. neighborhoods. 

Cost-Effectiveness: Would be Equity: Would be very disruptive to 

expensive relative to benefits. low-income and minority 
neighborhoods. 

Financial Feasibility: Would be Other: Region has previously 

difficult to obtain funding, primarily decided not to pursue this option. 

because of strong public and political 

opposition. 


Recommendation 


Eliminate from further study due to environmental (neighborhood disruption) and 





previous public decisions by NOACA and other agencies to permanently 





remove the option from regional plans in 1979. The federal funds originally 





allocated for the project were spent on alternative projects, including major 





bridge repairs and highway improvements. 
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Option: High Speed Rail 














Description 





High Speed Rail (HSR) systems 
use electric power on improved 
(straightened and grade-separated) 
tracks to achieve speeds 
competitive with short-distance 
intercity air travel. By providing 
downtown-to-downtown service, 
HSR’s top speeds of 150 to 200 
miles per hour can often match the 
total travel times of a short flight 
with ground transportation to 
downtown destinations. 
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Effectiveness: Would carry Environmental: Grade-separated 
relatively few riders quickly (125+ alignment would result in 

mph) for longer distance trips, would environmental impacts to 

not alleviate traffic congestion neighborhoods 


Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would be Equity: May not pose an equity 
very high relative to benefits (more problem 

than $2 million per mile more than 

conventional rail 






Other: Limited number of stations 
that could be provided would minimize 
access to activity centers 






Financial Feasibility: Funding 
would b e difficult to obtain 
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Second Level Screening 


The second level of screening involved the selection of options for initial travel-demand 
forecast (“model run”), and other more detailed analysis, which will produce ridership 
forecasts for transit options and traffic-condition assessments for highway options. 
Decisions on which other options to model, and on the appropriate mix-and-match of 
transit/highway combinations will be based on the travel data resulting from this initial 
analysis. 


The decision on transit options was based on the study Coordinating Committee’s judgment of 
the relative strength of each of the initial commuter rail, light rail (LRT) and bus rapid transit 
(BRT) options. The options were evaluated against the five evaluation criteria discussed above. 
The Coordinating Committee first determined whether there were any potentially serious 
problems with equity or environmental issues. The “public/political feasibility” criteria included 
the financial feasibility criterion. Public feasibility is assessed in terms of strong versus weak, 
whereas political feasibility is assessed in terms of the existence of any fatal flaws. “N’” under 
political feasibility simply means that at this time, no political fatal flaws have been identified. 

For this level of screening the effectiveness criterion was defined to be based on new transit 
ridership, and the cost- effectiveness criterion was a generalized assessment of the likely capital 
cost compared to an assessment of the likely new ridership new rider. The composite 
evaluations, used as a guide by the Committee during this process, are included in Exhibits C-1, 
C-2 and C-3. 


Exhibit C-1 


Potential Commuter Rail 
Alternatives 


Altemative | Effectiveness 
; (Ridership) 





Public/ Political Environmental Equity Initial 


Cost 
Effectiveness “Feasibility (Fatal Flaw?) (Fatal Flaw?) Model Run 


($/ Rider) 
Cleveland-Hudson-Akron/ @) / 

Akron-Canton N N v 
R-2 K 

Cleveland-Kent-Akron/ @) 

Akron -Canton /N v 


R-1 H 


























R-1 K 
Cleveland-Kent -Akron 


N 
Einyanagu Falls hash O/N N 
N 














© Y 


Strong N =No 
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Exhibit C-2 





LRT-1A 
Cleveland-Richfield 
SR21/E.71st) Busway 








LRT-2A 
Cleveland-Richfield 
|-77/East 71st/Broadway 








LRT-1B 
Cleveland-Richfield 
SR21/Rail Alignments 








LRT-2B 
Cleveland-Richfield 
1-77/Rail Alignments 











LRT-NS 
Cleveland-Macedonia 
SR21/l-271 























T-1 
Enhanced, Existing, 
Planne 








BRT-2 
Expanded 








BRT-3 
“Ultimate” 











+> Busway Option 





Strong 
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This evaluation exercise was taken one step further to identify sub-options that could 
provide sensitivity analysis information regarding variations of the basic options selected 
for analysis. For example, three variations of commuter rail service linking Cleveland, 
Hudson, Akron and Canton include southern end points for service at Akron and 
Cuyahoga Falls in addition to Canton. The “theme and variations” are listed in Exhibit 


Exhibit D: 


Initial Model Runs: 
Themes and Variations 


R 2 H Commuter Rail: 


Cleveland-Akron-Canton 
via Hudson 


R 2 K Commuter Rail: 


Cleveland-Akron-Canton 
via Kent 


B RT3 Express Bus: 


Ultimate Bus Network, no 
HOV/Busway facilities 





Variations : 
* With HOV/Bus lanes 
(Alternate B3) 


Variations : 

* Operate via E.71 St- 
Broadway (LRT 1B) 

* Operate via SR 21 
(LRT 1A, 2A) 


Variations : 
* Terminate at Akron 
(R1K) 


Variations : 

* Terminate at Akron 
(R1H) 

* Terminate at 
Cuyahoga Falls 
(Alternate R1H) 

* Terminate at 
Macedonia (LRT NS) 








A similar procedure was used to make initial modeling decisions for highway options. 
The highway options each consist of numerous independent improvements of relatively 
short length as compared to the transit options. The identification of specific highway 
improvements to be included in the option packages should be delayed until initial 
modeling results are available. 





Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Inter-Regional Travel Corridor MIS 
7/17/00 


PARSONS 
BRINCKERHOFF 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
Page 14 





Options Selected for Initial Modeling and Analysis 


The two-stage initial screening process resulted in a decision to conduct travel 
forecasting for the following options (described in Exhibits F-1 through F-4). These 
options are expected to produce stronger performance than the others, and also 
represent configurations that will provide analysis results that will be helpful in 
evaluating deferred options. 


Transit: The following options were evaluated by small groups and chosen as the 
options for initial model runs. 


e R2-H Commuter Rail: Cleveland-Hudson-Akron / (Canton) 
e R2-K Commuter Rail: Cleveland-Kent-Akron / (Canton) 
e LRT-2B Light Rail: Cleveland-Richfield |-77/Rail Alignments 


e BRT 3 Express Bus: Major Transit Expansion — Increased frequencies and 
coverage on inter-county express bus routes. Through routing GCRTA, METRO 
and SARTA services to serve inter-regional commuter travel as well as increased 
park and ride and transfer facilities; and express/HOV lanes on I-77 north of I- 
480. 


Highway: The following options were discussed in small groups and were chosen as 
the most logical initial model runs, because of their potential to produced the most 
output information, on which decisions for the next round of model runs will be based. 


e H1: “No Build”, including Committed Projects 


e H1-A: “Future Projects” in addition to H1, including Intelligent Transportation 
Systems improvements, and Travel Demand Management/Transportation 
System Management. 


e H3: Special Use Lanes — two reversible express/HOV lanes on I-77 north of 
Pleasant Valley to the Cleveland CBD (providing connections to I-480, I-490, I-90 
Broadway and Pershing) 


e H6: Major Highway Expansion, in addition to H1, H1A, H4 and H65; including 
additional lanes and interchange improvements. 
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Third Level Screening 


A third round of screening occurred during the process described above to focus initial 
detailed analysis on the most promising improvement options. It was decided to defer 
consideration of two variations of the Cleveland-Richfield LRT option in favor of the LRT 
2-B route, which appears to be the most promising option. These are alignments in 
Brecksville Road south of I-480 and in 71° Street and Broadway Avenue north of I-480. 
Descriptions and evaluations of these alignments are included in Exhibits G-1 and G-2. 


It was also decided to not add a Cleveland-Solon-Aurora rail option (Exhibit G-3), 
because it does not appear to sufficiently address the study’s Purpose and Need. It is 
also understood that it would be evaluated as part of Phase Two of the NOACA 
Northeast Ohio Commuter Rail Feasibility Study (NEORail Il). 
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Option: Commuter Rail (R2H-B): Cleveland-Hudson-Akron-Canton 


Standard diesel-powered commuter 
trains from Cleveland (North Coast 
Transportation Center) via Norfolk 
Southern to Hudson then Summit 
Port Authority and METRO lines to 
downtown Akron and Canton. 











Effectiveness: Among commuter rail 
options, it has high ridership potential 
and could reduce congestion on major 
facilities. (NEORail | estimates). 
Would provide mobility option for 
corridor. 





ot 
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Environmental: Would have few 
environmental impacts, if stations 
are located carefully. Would use 
existing right-of-way. Construction 
of two bridges may be required. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Costs could be 
commensurate with benefits. 


Equity: Would not likely pose an 
equity problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding could 
potentially be obtained with support of 
local RTA’s. 





Recommendation 


Perform initial ridership model runs for a series of alternative operating plans. 


Other: Significant interest in this 
option as a mobility alternative. Sig- 
nificant portion of route publicly- 
owned 





including service terminating at Akron or Cuyahoga Falls, in addition to service 

















to Canton. 
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Option: Commuter Rail (R2K-B): Cleveland-Kent-Akron-Canton 


Standard diesel-powered commuter 
trains from Cleveland (North Coast 
Transportation Center) via Norfolk 
Southern and Wheeling and Lake Erie 
to Kent and Port Authority line to 
Canton. 
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Effectiveness: Among commuter rail 
options, it has high ridership potential 
and could reduce congestion on major 
facilities. Would provide mobility 
option for portions of corridor. 
(NEORail | estimates). 


il mal 
yy 
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‘eetsboro 








Akron Station 





























Environmental: Would have few 
environmental impacts, if stations 
are located carefully. Would use 
existing right-of-way. Construction 
of two bridges may be required. 





Cost-Effectiveness: Costs could be 
commensurate with benefits. 


Equity: Would not likely pose an 
equity problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding could 
potentially be obtained with support of 
local RTA’s. 








Recommendation 


Perform initial ridership model runs for a basic Cleveland-Kent-Akron-Canton 


Other: Interest in this option as a 
mobility alternative. Portion of route 
publicly-owned. 








Service, and determine value of full system vs. limited service. 
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Option: Light Rail (LRT 2B): Cleveland (Tower City)-Richfield 


BT=X-Yei d/o) d(e)a) 
Cleveland 


Light rail transit, electrically powered 
trains (similar to Blue and Green lines 
in Cleveland) from Tower City to 
Richfield I-77 / SR21 interchange. Me i 
Alignment would include GCRTA SS 
tracks, existing freight rail right-of-way sans 
to Granger Road and I-77 right-of-way Site 
to Richfield. Alternative alignments, 
which involve serious concerns about ISSUE] | 
running speed and environmental — 
issues, include Broadway Avenue and cuxvAn 
71° street in Cleveland and (ok 
Brecksville Road south of !-480. 
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Effectiveness: High ridership 
potential could help reduce 
congestion. 


Environmental: Few significant 
environmental issues. 





Cost-Effectiveness: High cost with 
strong benefits. 


Equity: May not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding could 
be difficult to obtain. 


Other: Most reasonable LRT option 
in terms of satisfying the Purpose 
and Need, but not currently 
considered by GCRTA as a likely 
future project, 


Recommendation 


Perform initial ridership forecasting. Defer final decision on alternative 
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Option: Bus Rapid Transit (BRT): Cleveland-Akron-Canton 


Three BRT options, all connecting 
Cleveland, Akron and Canton involve 
various levels of service from BRT-1 
with enhanced existing service to 
BRT-3 with major service expansion in 
inter-regional markets. 

















*Varies depending on option considered, 
with both effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 
rising with service levels 
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Effectiveness: Among bus options it Environmental: Very few 
has high ridership potential and most environmental issues. 
likely positive congestion impact. 

















Cost-Effectiveness: Cost would be Equity: Would not pose an equity 
commensurate with benefits. problem. 

Financial Feasibility: Funding could Other: Would provide a strong and 
potentially be obtained. flexible mobility option that could 


satisfy the Purpose and Need. 


Recommendation 


Perform initial ridership forecasting on BRT-3 (maximum service improvement). 











Defer decisions on BRT-1 and BRT-2. 
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Option: LRT 1A, 2A: Brecksville Road (SR 21) Alignment 





A light rail transit alternative, located in 
the median or curb lane of Brecksville 
Road (SR 21) south of I-480. 

Variation of LRT 2B. 
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Effectiveness: Likely to have much 
lower ridership than I-77 LRT 
alignment because of congestion and 
slow travel time. 





Environmental: Potential aesthetic 
impacts. 





Cost-Effectiveness: High cost would 
produce fewer benefits than 
alternative LRT options. 


Equity: Would not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding would 
be difficult to obtain. 





Other: Not as reasonable as 
alternative options because of slow 
speeds, and unattractiveness for 
longer corridor trips. Not considered 
by GCRTA as a likely future project. 





Recommendation 


Since this option has more serious weaknesses and fewer strengths than the 





LAT I-77 alignment, it should be eliminated from further consideration. 
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Option: LRT 1B: 71 Street / Broadway Alignment 


A light rail transit alternative running in 
71° Street and Broadway Avenue in 
Cleveland instead of using existing rail 
rights-of-way. Variation of LRT 2B 
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Effectiveness: Likely to have much 
lower ridership than I-77 LRT 
alignment because of congestion and 
slow travel time. 





Environmental: Potential aesthetic 
impacts. 





Cost-Effectiveness: High cost would 
produce fewer benefits than 
alternative LRT options. 


Equity: Would not pose an equity 
problem. 





Financial Feasibility: Funding would 
be difficult to obtain. 








Recommendation 


Since this option is notably weaker, especially in terms of speed and 


Other: Not as reasonable as 
alternative options because of slow 
speeds, and unattractiveness for 
longer corridor trips. Not considered 
by GCRTA as a likely future project. 








consequently ridership, than the rail rights-of-way LRT option, it should be 





eliminated from further consideration. 
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Option: Commuter Rail (R3): Cleveland-Aurora 


Description 


Diesel powered commuter rail service 
from North Coast Transportation 
Center in Cleveland via Norfolk 
Southern to Solon and Aurora. 
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Effectiveness: Because of location Environmental: Very few 
in only a short segment of the corridor, environmental issues. 

this option could not address Purpose 

and Need for any area south of I-480. 


Cost-Effectiveness: Relatively low Equity: Would not pose an equity 
cost along with modest benefits, and problem. 
service to local amusement parks. 


Financial Feasibility: Funding Other: Not a reasonable option 
could potentially be obtained due to lack of service to Akron and 
Canton. 


Recommendation 
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APPENDIX F: Identification of Highway Improvements Modeled 


1. Highway Typical Sections (H3 — H6) 
2. Highway Improvements Mapping (H1 — H6) 
3. Level of Service Mapping (H1 — H6) 


Note: Due to inconsistencies between model results generated by the CAC study and results generated 
by AMATS, the CAC study re-ran results for the third, or multi-modal, round of alternatives using AMATS 
standard 40-40-20 assignment process. The LOS exhibits in this appendix do not reflect the new 
assignment process. 
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FROM 1-277 TO 1-77 
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SR8 SUMMIT COUNTY 
FROM I-76 TO 1-271 $4,890,000 


HOWE AVE. INTERCHANGE 
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|-77/|-490,BROADWAY & PERSHING 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$4,500,000 


|-480/BROADWAY 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$14,000,000 


|-77/PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$7,500,000 


|-76/l-77-MAIN, GRANT, SR 59 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$10,300,000 


-77/-277 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$59,000,000 


ALTERNATIVE H3A COST (W/O ELEVATED LANES) : $235,047,200 
ALTERNATIVE H3A COST (W/ ELEVATED LANES) : $504,547,200 


TOTAL COST Ht i HN wh ELEVATED LANES) : $477,822,200 
TOTAL COST (H1A +H3A) (W/ ELEVATED LANES) : $747,322,200 


|-77/FLEET & HARVARD 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$1,500,000 


|-271&I-480/ROCKSIDE ROAD 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$9,100,000 


|-271/BROADWAY 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$400,000 


|-77/-76 & S.R. 8 
INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


$20,400,000 


LEGEND 


— REVERSIBLE EXPRESS LANES ON I-77 FROM SOUTH OF 
PLEASANT VALLEY INTERCHANGE TO I-77/I-90 INTERCHANGE 


W/ ELEVATED LANES : $108,347,200 
W/O ELEVATED LANES : $377,847,200 


GN OTHER HIGHWAY FACILITIES 
INSTUDY AREA 


~ STUDY AREA 


SOURCES: PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF 
DODSON-STILSON, INC. 


Canton-Akron-Cleveland MIS 


H-3A Special Use Lanes 
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IMPROVEMENTS PREVIOUSLY DEPICTED 
IN EXHIBITS H-1, H-1A, H-4 AND H-5 








1-77, ADDED LANES AND INTERCHANGE 
IMPROVEMENTS, I-277 TO SR 162 


1-77 6 TO 8 LANES, I-480 TO 1-90 








1-77 6 TO 8 LANES, I-80 TO PLEASANT VALLEY RD 


1-77 4 TO 6 LANES, SR 21 (SOUTH) TO I-80 





SR 8 6 TO 8 LANES, I-77 TO SR 303 OR GRAHAM RD 
1-277 6 TO 8 LANES, I-77 TO I-76 


1-76 4 TO 6 LANES, 1-277 TO I-77 AND INTERCHANGE 
IMPROVEMENTS 


OTHER HIGHWAY FACILITIES 
IN STUDY AREA 


STUDY AREA 


PEEL EE Tol 


PORTAG 
COUNTY 


STARK 
COUNTY 











a. 


THE IMPROVEMENTS DEPICTED IN THIS EXHIBIT ARE IN ADDITION TO THE 
IMPROVEMENTS PREVIOUSLY DEPICTED IN THE MODERATE HIGHWAY 
EXPANSION (H-5 ). 


SOURCES: PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF 
DODSON-STILSON, INC. 
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APPENDIX G: Highway and Transit Options 
Chosen for Multi-Modal Analysis 


1. Highway Improvement Maps (H7 - H8) 


2. Transit Option Description Memo 


3. Commuter Rail Station Description Layouts 
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H7 Proposed Number of Roadway Lanes 


San Exclusively Cuyahoga County 
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MEMORANDUM 





614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Brinckerhoff Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
216-781-7888 


To: CAC TRANS Coordinating Committee 
From: Tim Rosenberger 
Date: December 6, 2001 


Subject: — Transit Elements of Emerging CAC MIS Preferred Alternative (as distributed; modified for final report chapter 5) 


Generalized Results of Second Round Testing of Transit Elements 


The second round of alternatives tested in the CAC MIS included four alternatives with 
Significant transit investments. These included: 
M2, which includes 

e the H7 package of major highway widening throughout the corridor, 


e high-frequency commuter rail service between Canton, Akron, and 
Cleveland via Hudson; 


e feeder bus routes serving commuter rail stations in Summit County; 
enhanced, modified express bus service in the I-77 corridor between Akron 
and Cleveland; and 


e an expanded transit center and park-and-ride system. 


M3, which includes 


e the H8 highway improvement package (H7 plus reversible lanes in I-77 in 
northern Cuyahoga County), 


e a large expansion of the express bus system in the I-77 and SR 8 corridors, 
and an expanded transit center and park-and-ride system. 


M4, the same as M2 except for the inclusion of the H8 reversible lanes. 


M5, the same as M2 except for using the Canton-Akron-Cleveland commuter rail alignment 
via Kent and appropriate changes to the feeder bus and park-and-ride lot systems to 
account for the change in commuter rail alignment. 


Two other alternatives included no transit improvements. These were H1, the existing and 
committed, or “no-build,” alternative; and M1, which included only the H7 highway 
widening package. 


Analysis of these five alternatives is on-going. However, the analysis thus far allows us to 
reach some general conclusions about the alternatives. 





Over a Century of 


Engineering Excellence DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only 
C:\P rogram Files\Adobe\Acrobat 4.0\Acrobat\plug_ins\O penAll\Transform\temp\T ransit Description MBC (V4-long) 12-06-01.doc 
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e The M2 alternative has performed best thus far against most evaluation criteria, in 
reducing highway congestion, adding transit riders and improving transit mode split, 
improving connections for low income and transit dependent residents and employees, 
and other factors. However, the extent to which M2 relieved traffic congestion better 
than M1 is limited. 


e Alternative M3, produced only slightly more ridership than alternative M1 and slightly 
less than H1, the no-build alternative (the highway capacity improvements in the H7 
highway package reduces traffic congestion, which in turn reduces transit ridership 
throughout the corridor compared to the no-build alternative). M3 has not been formally 
eliminated from consideration; however, the H8 reversible lanes have been removed 
from the alternative. Removing the reversible lanes would result in lower transit travel 
speeds, which probably would produce lower transit ridership results were the 
alternative to be retested using the travel demand model. This alternative serves as the 
TSM alternative for the purpose of FTA New Starts evaluation. 


e The M4 alternative did not perform significantly better than M2 in spite of the added 
investment of the H8 reversible highway lanes and was discarded. The H8 reversible 
lanes that were part of alternative M3 and M4 do not reduce highway congestion 
sufficiently, are high in capital cost, raise operating issues that are unique in the area’s 
highway system and provide no other benefit save capacity improvement, and thus 
were discarded from further consideration. 


e Alternative M5 is being discarded because it includes the commuter rail alignment via 
Kent. As documented in a separate memorandum, the Kent alignment compares 
unfavorably to the Hudson alignment for the purposes of the CAC study. The Kent 
commuter rail line would carry fewer passengers than the Hudson line in spite of higher 
operating costs and only slightly lower capital costs. The Kent alignment is longer than 
the Hudson in mileage and travel time for inter-regional trips. Perhaps most 
importantly, the Kent alignment does not parallel major congested highways in the 
corridor as closely as does the Hudson alignment 


Financial capacity analysis is on-going; however, it is reasonable to assume that the local 
share of the capital costs of developing such a system (around $965 million, including 
highway, rail and bus improvements) is beyond the projected financial capacity of the 
transportation agencies serving the corridor. The CAC Coordinating Committee asked the 
consultants to prepare a lower-cost package of public transit improvements. This 
memorandum documents the elements of such a proposed package. 


Commuter Rail 


The emerging preferred alternative includes the first phase of a proposed two (or more) 
phase commuter rail system. Phase | would provide service between north Akron and 
Cleveland. Subsequent phases would extend the line south to downtown Akron and, 
ultimately, to downtown Canton. These phases would be programmed based on factors 
such as projected demand, changes in traffic, demographic or land-use patterns, and 
availability of funding. 
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Alignment 


The proposed commuter rail alignment is shown on the attached map 1. Commuter rail 
would operate from the North Coast Transportation Center site in downtown Cleveland 
south to Akron via Hudson. The alignment would stop short of downtown Akron, with a 
terminal station and storage facility located alongside the CSX mainline immediately north 
of Tallmadge Avenue, just west of Home Avenue. 


Station Locations 





Nine stations have been identified to gy ies 

serve the commuter rail alignment ‘ mets —, 
between Cleveland and Akron. The SDS “N © COMMUTER RAL STATIONS 
proposed Akron Station site is located ~F A el al 








= PARKand RIDE LOT 


at the tracks just north of Tallmadge 
Avenue. In order to develop a park- 
and-ride lot at this location, it may be 
necessary to purchase property from 
existing businesses at this potential 
Station site. This site is preferred over 
the proposed Downtown Akron station 
sites because it avoids the high costs 
of improvement required to cross the 
CSX main line between Tallmadge 
Avenue and Downtown Akron. METRO 
is Currently negotiating to purchase this 
segment of ROW, which connects to 
the ROW METRO currently owns in 
Downtown Akron. CSX has indicated 
that they would be unwilling to allow 
commuter rail service to cross_ its 
mainline at grade near downtown 
Akron. A flyover ramp to cross their 
right of way has been estimated to cost Figure 1: Proposed Commuter Rail Alignment 

in the neighborhood of $50 million. and Stations (Phase |) 

Negotiation with CSX over the level of 

improvements necessary to permit crossing their right of way could eliminate this cost, but 
the study assumes that such an improvement would be necessary for commuter rail to 
enter downtown Akron along this alignment. 




















The other station sites are in the same location as those used in the second round of 
alternatives testing. 


The next station north of Akron is in Cuyahoga Falls at Broad Boulevard. This site may not 
lend itself to a large station with parking because of its proximity to the Schwebel Bread 
Company, but it is a potentially good location for those traveling to the station via transit, 
walk, or kiss-n-ride access. 


The proposed Hudson site is at the corner of Main Street/Darrrow Road and Streetsboro 
Street. This station would be in downtown Hudson, and would be very visible and easily 
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accessible to local residents. The recommendation is to have a park-and-ride lot on the 
Site of this station. 


The proposed Macedonia station site is just north of East Highland Road between I-271 
and East Valley View Road (south of SR 82). This site was chosen because of the easy 
access for those traveling on I-271 and SR 82 in their commute toward Downtown 
Cleveland. This station has enough space to provide a park-and-ride lot to those using the 
commuter rail service. 


The Bedford station would be located at Powers Road, southwest of Broadway Avenue (SR 
14). This station is a central location within Bedford and is in close proximity to City Hall, 
Bedford Hospital, and Northfield Road (SR 8). A park-and-ride lot is assumed to be 
available at this site. Since this will be a terminal station for many rail trips, turn-back and 
storage facilities for two trains will be necessary. A location for such services is yet to be 
identified. 


The Garfield Heights station site is located at |-480 and McCracken Road. There is a large 
park-and-ride lot planned at this interchange, which would enhance the attraction of this 
station. This station would be the nearest park-and-ride lot to downtown Cleveland; 
however, congestion on I-480 and I-77 could make it attractive to many drivers from south 
and east of the city. 


A station is proposed for near the intersection of E 88” Street and Union Avenue in the 
southeast side of Cleveland. This location is near a major node of bus transfer activity that 
would provide collection and distribution for reverse commuters using the service. The 
Station would also be accessible on foot and would have a kiss-and-ride turn around for 
cars, but would not have a park-and-ride lot. 


The East 55” Street Station would be located near Euclid Avenue and E 55" Street in 
Cleveland. This would provide the connection with the Euclid Corridor Transit Project, a 
busway project from East Cleveland to downtown Cleveland. The Euclid Corridor busway 
service would provide distribution from the commuter rail to the Cleveland Clinic, University 
Circle, Cleveland State University and other employment areas in the Euclid corridor. This 
station would also not have a park-and-ride lot. 


The downtown station would be located at the North Coast Transportation Center Site. 
However, the actual cost of developing the North Coast Transportation Center would not be 
necessary to implement a short-term, low cost commuter rail option, and thus future cost 
estimates will assume a less extensive terminal station facility in downtown Cleveland. 
Maintenance and Storage facilities in downtown Cleveland would be located at the E. 26" 
Street Yard. 
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Service Frequency 


The proposed alternative provides little capacity 
improvement between Bedford and Akron. 
Therefore, only two trains will operate in each 
peak period, in the peak direction, over the 
entire right-of-way between Akron (Tallmadge 
Avenue) and Cleveland. These two trips would 
be scheduled to operate one hour apart and 
would be timed to arrive in Cleveland around 
7:15 a.m. and 8:15 a.m., and to depart 
downtown Cleveland at 4:30 p.m. and at 5:30 
p.m. The details of this plan will be negotiated 
with NS. However, we assume that NS would 
permit this small number of trains each day 
operate on their right-of-way without significant 
Capital investment in their line between Bedford 
and Tallmadge Avenue. 


Capacity improvement necessary between 
Downtown Cleveland and Bedford will permit 
practically unlimited service volumes in that 
area of the alignment; however, the demand for 
service between Bedford and Cleveland, as 
indicated by travel demand forecasts, indicate 
that demand probably can be met by three 
trains in each peak period in the peak direction, 
in addition to those trains operating from Akron- 
to-Cleveland. Operational efficiencies could 
permit an additional reverse commute rail trip 
between Cleveland and Bedford. 


Complementary Bus Service 


The rail service would be complemented by bus 
service to complete the trip from Canton to the 
Akron Station and downtown Akron, and _ to 
provide reverse-peak and off-peak service not 
provided by the rail service. Bus services would 
make stops at stations and park-and-ride lot 
sites according to whether the trip is primarily 
oriented to serve traditional commuters or 
reverse commuters, and whether parallel bus 
services provide access to users. 


Two buses from Canton would meet the two 
Akron-Cleveland trains. These trips would serve 
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Direct Service from Rolling 
Acres/Montrose and Akron/Cuyah oga 
Falls to University Cirde 














Express Commute Rail 
Extensio1 i 

















(Propoked) 


1-77-SR21 


Park-and-Ride Lot rod | 


to Downtown 
Cleveland 














Rolling Acres Mall -to- 
Cle veland via -76/1-77 
(Proposed change to 
existing METRO X61) 





LEGEND 
> stupy AREA 


| PARKand RIDE LOT 


MAJ OR TRANSIT/ 
TRANSFER CENTER 


"== BUS ALIGNMENTS BS 





Figure 2: Proposed express bus service changes, 
including commuter rail complementary service 


Transit 
Center 


park-and-ride lot locations in downtown Canton, at or near Belden Village Mall and at the 
proposed Shuffel Road interchange before completing their trip to the Akron (Tallmadge 
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Avenue) station via I-77 and SR 8. These trains would retrace the same trip from trains 
arriving in Akron from Cleveland in the afternoon. 


Buses from downtown Akron would meet the three Bedford-Cleveland trains in the morning 
peak period. These two buses would originate at Cascade Plaza in Downtown Akron. The 
buses would bypass the Tallmadge Avenue rail station but would serve the rail stations at 
Cuyahoga Falls, Hudson and Macedonia from an alignment along SR 8 and |-271, before 
terminating at the Bedford station. These buses would also retrace their way back to Akron 
in the afternoon. 


A reverse-commute bus would meet the one of the morning rail trips from Cleveland to 
Bedford to complete the trip to downtown Akron. These trips would reverse the order of 
stops on the morning peak-direction bus service from Akron to Bedford, stopping at the 
Station sites in Macedonia, Hudson and Cuyahoga Falls before completing the trip to 
Akron. The trip would also meet the one afternoon Bedford to Cleveland trip. 


At mid-day, a bus would make a trip from Cleveland to Canton. This bus would connect to 
all stations on the commuter rail system by a roadway alignment, to give commuters to 
Cleveland a way to get home if necessary in the middle of the day. 


Figure 3: Schedule for Commuter Rail and Rail-Bus Service 


WEEKDAYS 

INBOUND (NORTHBOUND / WESTBOUND) Bus # 10 11 6 9 9 

hal Down TRIP NUMBER: am 403 405 407 409 411 413 
Locatbn M ibage AM. P.M. 


a RE ER 


Dep. 5:13 6:13 3:38 
5.23 : 6:23 3:43 
5:53 - 6:53 4:13 


E77 & Shuf@1Road 37 Dep. 


Belen Village Mall 








South Plaza 20.2 |Dep. 
[Akron -Downtown Cascade P hza [Dep. | 


Akron —RailStation Talm adge Avenue 


Bwad Bouebaxi 28.9 |Dep. 
Mann & Steetsbow Streets 37.8 |Dep. 
SR 82 & E271 40.4 |Dep. 


a [Arr. | 
Powers Road 
[Dep._| 
pep | 


2 
iN) 


N 
NI NINN 
cov) Hey pet Ped 
65] 5] co} Go| 6} 


7:37 
7:52 
8:04 


2 
i) 
a 








6:38 7:04 


Lato | 430] 

5 5: 
8:02 8:32 43 5:43 
8:07 8:37 33 5:48 
8:15 8:45 4:56 5:56 


Stade aa cia 
a 101 102 101 


2] 9] a} oO 
RBIS 8 


~I 
BK 
o 


E480 & McCracken Road 23 < p 


E .88th St.& Unbn Ave. Dep. 
E.55th St.@ uci Ave. 308 Dep. 
N.CoastTransp.C enter 65.3 Arr. 


@ 
i) 
Bs 
“I 
BR 














> [aa 
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Italics indicate where service is provided by express bus. 
Bold indicates where passengers must transfer between rail and bus. 


OUTBOUND (SOUTHBOUND / EASTBOUND) Train# 101 102 
Read Down ql 


t Location 


Public Square N.CoastTransp.C enter 








E.55th St.& Eucli Ave. : 2 : : 
Beath Seu Unin Ave, 72:10 
F480 « vcCiacken Road piaae Aa 


re 756 | 
Powers Road 


a a =| HH — s+ — 6:31 
SR 82 & F271 24.9 JArr. 7:31 12:47 | 4:42 | 5:07 | 5:42 | 6:07 | 6:42 
Main & Stetsbow Streets 27.5 |Arr. io) 12:59 | 4:51 2 16 | 5: =I 6: =e ST 








a a ce a Ae 


Akron —-RailStation Talm adge Avenue 


ee ee ee 


[Akron —-Downtown Cascade P aza 41.7 a Paar we o:12 G:l2 

Dep. 1: Hi 
South Plaza South Plaza 45.1 a 1: Bd 5: =D 6: 2 
35.7_| ice ee 


a ee Oe 
Tuscavane Steet 653 Jar. | - | -] 244] - | ea7 | - | 747 |_| 


a Oe ee 


Bus # 














*—The m iiday bus trp fiom downtown C evelnd departs fiom 9th St. & Lakesive. 
Italics indicate where service is provided by express bus. 
Bold indicates where passengers must transfer between rail and bus. 
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Feeder Bus Service 
Feeder bus service and associated park-and-ride lots have been eliminated. 
Express Bus 


To further reduce the costs attributable to this project, the scope of express bus services 
(not including the express connector services described in the commuter rail section) has 
been scaled back considerably. The changes to the express bus network are limited to an 
increase in the service frequency and the changes in the alignment of the X61 bus route; 
the elimination of X60 (which closely parallels the commuter rail route); and, the addition of 
a new route to connecting the proposed park-and-ride lot at SR 21 and I-77 to downtown 
Cleveland. The alignment changes to the X60 bus route include moving the Akron terminus 
from downtown to the new park-and-ride lot at Rolling Acres mall; and, the extension of 
some trips to University Circle via the Euclid Corridor Busway. Increases in service 
frequency on other bus routes and through-routing of bus routes that meet at the county 
lines, though recommended, are not included in the alternative for the purposes of travel 
demand and cost estimation. 


Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers 


Park-and-ride lots also have been greatly scaled back in this alternative. The Akron, 
Hudson, Macedonia, Bedford, and Garfield Heights rail stations are anticipated to include 
park-and-ride lots. The stations in Cuyahoga Falls, downtown Cleveland and at E. 88th St. 
and E. 55th Street in Cleveland would not include park-and-ride service. Bus park-and-ride 
lots to be served by the commuter rail are also proposed at Akron-Canton Airport, Belden 
Village Mall and downtown Canton. 


Fare Policy 


Consistent with previous alternatives, commuter rail trips would cost $2 each way within a 
single county and $3 if one is crossing county lines. Commuters using connecting bus 
service to-or-from Stark County would pay an additional dollar, bringing the one way fare to 
$3 for a trip to Summit County and $4 for Cuyahoga County. Other bus services would 
honor existing fare policies, which permit free transfers between services of all public 
transit agencies. 


Capital Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated capital costs of the commuter rail, bus and 
park-and-ride elements of the emerging preferred alternative. 





Table 1: Emerging Preferred Alternative— Capital Cost Estimates 




















Commuter Rail Phase |: Tallmadge Ave.-Cleveland $171 million 
Bus Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers $15.5 million 
Commuter Bus Rolling Stock (14, including additional spares) $4.9 million 
TOTAL Transit Capital Cost $191 million 
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Operating Cost Estimates 


The following table summarizes the estimated annual operating costs of the commuter rail 
and bus elements of the emerging preferred alternative. 





Table 2: Emerging Preferred Alternative—Annual Operating Cost Estimates 

















Commuter Rail Phase |: Tallmadge Ave.-Cleveland $6.7 million 
Commuter Bus, including Rail-Bus $1.1 million 
TOTAL Transit Annual Operating Costs $7.8 million 








Cleveland fe 
E. 551TH & EUCLID AVE. 
CLEVELAND- . ESTATION DESCRIPTIONS 


FE. 55th ST./ EUCLID AVE. (NS) Route 6 — Southeast Corridor, 


Routes 4 & 5 — South Corridor 

Station Type: Urban, major transfer 
station 

Site: E. 55th St. & Euclid Ave., Cleveland 
Serves: City of Cleveland east side, 
University Circle (via bus transfer) 
Current Land Use: Parking lot, former 
rail station site 

Railroad: NS Cleveland Line 
Configuration: Island platform on raised 
embankment, with stair and elevator 
access to street 


CONSTRAINTS /OPPORTUNITIES > Highway access: E. 55th St. Euclid Ave. 


> Ability to create convenient transfer 
connections with Euclid Ave. buses 
Uses existing pedestrian underpass 
Joint development potential 
Constrained platform space 
Industrial track must be preserved through 
east side of site 


Lake Erie 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


= Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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FAST 88TH/UNION 
CLEVELAND - 


Route 6 - Southeast Corridor 

Routes 4 & 5 - South Corridor 
Station Type: Urban, major transfer 
station 

Site: Union Ave. bridge across rail right- 
of-way, Cleveland 

Serves: City of Cleveland east side, 
Newburgh Mts., Cuyahoga Hts. 
Current Land Use: Vacant 

Railroad: NS Randall Secondary 
Configuration: Full build-out includes 
three tracks, with one island and one 
Side platform 


> Highway access: Union Ave., SR 14/ 
CONSTRAINTS/ OPPORTUNITIES Broadway, Narvard Ave. 
> Transfer to and from local and circulator GCRTA B 
bus routes 
Potential transfers between NEORail routes 
Available land for parking lot and station 
Direct access from Union Ave. at traffic signal 
Joint development potential 
Requires good signage and improved pedestrian 
facilities 
Ces 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


i [rover : Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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E. 13151, STREET & MILES Route 6 — Southeast Corridor 


Station Type: Urban, bus transfer station 

Site: Adjacent to intersection of Miles 

Ave. and E. 131st St. 

Serves: City of Cleveland east side, East 

Cleveland 

Current Land Use: Mixed residential, 

commercial, industrial in station area 

Railroad: NS Randall Secondary 

Configuration: Side platform, north side 
Sooert hi (atic aati —# of tracks 

Highway access: 1-480, Miles Ave., E. 

131st St. 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Transfer to and from local GCRTA bus routes 
Very limited park-and-ride potential 

Situated close to multi-family residential 
Special grade crossing protection required for 
Miles/E. 131st intersection (skewed angles) 
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STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 
Parking 
Cost 
Market (Origin) 
pe accnutidg BEAL ea 7 > Market (Destination) 
Each: 2 | > Implementation 


™! Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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McCRACKEN RD./1-480 774 44 


STATION DESCRIPTIONS 


Route: CAC Phase I 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 

Site: 1480/McCracken 

Serves: Maple Hts., Garfield Mts. 
Current Land Use: Vacant 
Railroad: NS Cleveland Line, W&LE 
Configuration: Side Platform 
Highway access: 1-480, 1-271, I-77 
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—McCRACKEN RD. 
GARFIELD NEIGHTS- ~~ 
McCRACKEN RD./1-480 (NS) 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES a a 
Visible from 1-480 NBN EX 44 
Relatively easy access for commuters traveling on MA miei 
1-480 west toward Downtown Cleveland 
Heavy level of freight traffic on NS line; light traffic 
on W6éLE line 
Small vacant lots north & south of McCracken, 
potentially available for park-and-ride lot 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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NORTHFIELD RD. 


STATION DESCRIPTIONS 


> Route: CAC Phase I 
Station Type: Park-and-Ride in indus- 
trial area 
Site: North of Krick Rd. (along & under 
SR 8/Northfield Rd.) 
Serves: Walton Hills, Northfield 
Current Land Use: Industrial and 
commercial 
Railroad: NS Cleveland Line 


s Configuration: Side Platform 
: WALTON HILLS- 
High : 14 -271- F 
NORTHFIELD RD. (SR8)/KRICK RD. eee cere ema ane 


Rd. exit 
CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


> Neavily built-up industrial/commercial area 
constrains station and potential development 

> SR 8 overpass makes access problematic 

> Heavy level of freight traffic; 3rd main track re- 
quired for passenger stops 

> Due to factors including low ridership and relative 
proximity to adjacent stations, this station 
site was not recommended for development in this 
phase of ahe eae 
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Gre AT RD.— 


ALTON RD ? 


KRICK RD- 


=i, DR. 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


= Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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Bedford Clovelaad , Aro 
GRACE STREET pa 


STATION DESCRIPTIONS 


Route: CAC Phase I 

Station Type: Town Center, Park-and-Ride 
Site: Grace St., southwest of Broadway 
Serves: Bedford, Bedford IHts., 
Warrensville Nts 

Current Land Use: 

Railroad: NS Cleveland Line, W6LE 
Configuration: Side paltforms in between 
the two rail lines 


Highway access: SPR 8, SR 14, i-271 
BEDFORD - sad 


GRACE STREET. (NS) 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Heavy level of freight traffic 

Track connection and interlocking required 
between NS and W6éLE lines 

Sufficient space for station 

Good access 

Developable location 

Suitable park-and-ride site 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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FE. NIGHLAND 
ae ar STATION DESCRIPTIONS 
Se a 


Siren > Route: CAC Phase I 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 
Site: E. Nighland Rd, between I-271 and 
E. Valley View Rd., south of SR 82 
Serves: Macedonia, Twinsburg, Aurora 
Current Land Use: Industrial 
Railroad: NS Cleveland Line 
Configuration: Side Platform 
Mighway access: SR 82, 1-271, SR 8 


PARK RIDGE LANE 


SHEPARD RD. 
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MAG BUT LS 
E. HIGHLAND/E. VALLEY RD. (NS) 


Y had 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


> Very active freight yard near station location 


> Heavy level of freight traffic 
3rd main track and interlocking required in 
vicinity of station 
Grade-separation of highway crossing may be 
required 
Sufficient space for station along tracks 
Easily accessible for commuters 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


i= 3 Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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HUDSON PLAZA/MILFORD RD 


HUDSON- STATION DESCRIPTIONS 
HUDSON PLAZA/MILFORD RD. } 


> Route: CAC Phase I 

> Station Type: Town Center, and Park- 
and-Ride 
Site: Milford Rd. south of Hudson Plaza 


Sil Serves: Mudson, Streetsboro, Boston Fits. 


Current Land Use: Commercial 
Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

HMighway access: I-80, SR 91, SR 8, SR 303 
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~t— Cleveland 


E> CASE DR... 


Akron 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


No freight traffic issues on METRO branch line 
Sufficient space for station and park-and-ride lot 
Near existing commercial center 

Easliy accessible for commuters 

Heavy local traffic 

May require relocation of existing commercial user 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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BROAD BLVD. 
CUYAHOGA FALLS- STATION DESCRIPTIONS 


BROADWAY BLYD/ ee Route: CAC Phase I 


SR 8 (PASC) N Station Type: Town Center 
eo Site: Broad Bivd., SR 8/SR 59 

Serves: Cuyahoga Falls, Munroe Falls, 
Stow, and Tallmadge 
Current Land Use: Industrial 
Railroad: METRO, CSX Newcastle Subdivision 
Configuration: Side Platform 

2 aie GT Highway access: SR 8, SR 59, SR 261 

S10 |e sts 7 


Akron ry 
SACKETT AVE.7 \_ 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Not sufficient space for park-and-ride lot 

Good location for transit users, kiss-and-ride and 
walk access to Cuyahoga Falls 

Miay enhance redeviopment plans 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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TALLMADGE AVENUE 


Route: CAC Phase I 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 

Site: Tallmadge Ave. near Nome Ave. 
Serves: Akron, Tallmadge, Mogadore 
Current Land Use: Commercial, Industrial 
Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

Highway access: SR 8, SR 59, SR 261 
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ANACONDA RD; 
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PATTERSON 
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CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Does not serve Downtown Akron directly 
Adjoining property may have to be purchased to 
build a park-and-ride lot 

Sufficient space for station 

Avoids high costs associated with crossing of CSX 
mainline between Arlington St. 6 Downtown Akron 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 








Downtown Akron s—_$_$§« 
QUAKER SQUARE 


DOWNTOWN AKRON - STATION DESCRIPTIONS 
ro} 


QUAKER SQUARE (CSX) 
Route: CAC Phase Il 


Station Type: Park-and-Ride, Town Center 
Site: Downtwon Akron 

Serves: Akron, Tallmadge, Mogadore 
Current Land Use: Commercial, Retail 
Railroad: METRO, CSX Newcastle Subdivision 
Configuration: Side Platform 

Highway access: SR 8, SR 59 
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CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Serves Downtown Akron and University of Akron 
Existing AMTRAK station 

Sufficient space for station 

High cost associated with crossing of CSX 
mainline between Arlington St. 6 Downtown Akron 
Train storage and servicing facilities required 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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WATERLOO RD. 


Route: CAC Phase Il 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 

Site: Waterloo Rd./US 224 

Serves: 8. Akron, Coventry, Barberton 
Current Land Use: Industrial/Commercial 
Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

Highway access: US 224, I-76, 1-277 
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Vo SOUTH AKRON - 
WATERLOO RD./US 224 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


> Sufficient sapce for a station and park-and-ride lot 
> Good local highway access 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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CACT By Vill Coo: s 


NORTH CANTON 
BELDEN VILLAGE ~ 


DRESSLER RD. 


Route: CAC Phase Il 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 

Site: Dressler Rd./Whipple Ave. 

Serves: North Canton, Jackson Twnshp 
Current Land Use: Industrial /Commercial 
Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

Nighway access: I-77, SR 297 
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— WHIPPLE AVE. 


Canton 


(DRESSLER RD./WHIPPLE AVE.) 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


> 
> 
> 
> 


Sufficient space for station and park-and-ride lot 
Good local highway access 

Proximity to existing commercial center 

No existing transfer service to shopping center 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 








IS North Canton 


SHUFFEL DR. 


Fire STATION DESCRIPTIONS 


Airport 
RY 


Route: CAC Phase Il 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride 

Site: Shuffel Dr/Whipple Ave. 

Serves: N. Canton, Jackson Twnshp 
Current Land Use: Industrial/Commercial 
Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

Mighway access: I-77, SR 297 


Station 
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NORTH CANTON - 
(  SHUFFEL 1) 


CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


Sufficient space for station and park-and-ride lot 
Good local highway access when interchange is 
complete 

Industrial/commercial area, limited walk access 
to adjacent sites 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 
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Downtown Canton ———————* 
TUSCARAWAS ST. sei 


DOWNTOWN CANTON - § STATION DESCRIPTIONS 
TUSCARAWAS ST. (METRO) 


Route: CAC Phase Il 

Station Type: Park-and-Ride, Town Center 
Site: Downtown Canton 

Serves: Canton, Green 

Current Land Use: Commercial 

Railroad: METRO 

Configuration: Side Platform 

Mighway access: I-77, US 62, SR 43 
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CONSTRAINTS/OPPORTUNITIES 


> Serves Dowtown Canton 
Limited space for park-and-ride lot 
Sufficient space for station 
Station area development potential 


STATION RATINGS 


(relative to alternative locations) 


Access 

Parking 

Cost 

Market (Origin) 
Market (Destination) 
Implementation 


Scale: Olowest (worst) @highest (best) 








CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 





APPENDIX H: Results of Highway Analysis for 
Third Round Alternatives 


1. Level of Service Maps (H1 — M4) 
2. Level of Service Tables (M1 — M4 — all compared to H1) 
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Canton-Akron-Cleveland ITC MIS 


H1 Alternative Year 2025 Level of Service 
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Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
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M1 Alternative Year 2025 Level of Service 
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Canton-Akron-Cleveland ITC MIS 


M3 Alternative Year 2025 Level of Service 
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CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. VIC H1 - No Build + Committed 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name |(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio ADT Capacity _| V/C Ratio | M1. and H1| M1 minus H1 
-71 US 42 to SR 176 90,261 81,490 86,100 86,400 1.00 84,800 86,400 0.98 -1.5% 0 
I-71 |SR 176 to I-90 95,266 71,410 | | 89,100 61,700 1.44 89,800 93,300 0.96 -33.3% 31600 
——— Eee a 
End of AMATS to SR 21 0.70 0.99 0.99 0.0% 0 
SR 21 (Expressway) to Cleveland Massillon Roaq 0.86 1.35 0.89 -33.8% 24600 
Cleveland Massillon Road to Barber Road 0.99 1.44 0.98 -31.8% 24600 
Barber Road to State Street 1.09 1.58 1.08 -31.5% 24600 
State Street to SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) 1.00 1.48 0.99 -32.7% 24600 
SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) to |-277 1.09 1.32 0.87 -34.2% 24600 
1-277 to Kenmore Blvd. 0.91 0.82 0.78 -4.6% 3900 
Kenmore Blvd. To Battles Avenue 0.91 4.7% 3900 
Battles Avenue to I-77 
Section Same as 1-77 

















































































































SR 30 to 6th Street 59,680 59,680 90,800 74,000 : 92,300 80,000 
6th Street to SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) 65,040 65,040 94,200 74,000 E 95,900 80,000 
SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) to 13th Street N. 74,200 69,140 99,400 74,000 R 101,500 80,000 
13th Street N.W. to SR 687 (Fulton Drive) 81,870 81,870 111,400 98,700 : 113,900 80,000 
SR 687(Fulton Drive) to US 62 74,690 74,690 99,100 74,000 c 101,100 80,000 
US 62 to Belden Village Road 76,060 76,060 90,200 74,000 f 91,100 80,000 
Belden Village Road to Whipple/Everhard Road | 57,050 67,790 71,700 74,000 ; 72,500 77,000 
Whipple/Everhard Road to Portage Road 57,790 60,240 95,500 74,000 i 96,500 80,000 
C-228 (Portage Road) to North of Wayview Streeq 60,240 86,200 74,000 i 86,700 80,000 
North of Wayview Street to Shuffel Drive 60,240 86,200 74,000 i 86,700 80,000 
Shuffel Drive to North of Mount Pleasant Street 60,240 91,900 74,000 E 91,900 80,000 
Mount Pleasant Street to End of SCATS 60,240 91,900 74,000 i 91,900 80,000 
End of AMATS to Airport Road 60,250 51,100 49,100 91,400 74,000 E 91,400 80,000 
Airport Road to SR 241 64,200 48,900 52,500 94,100 74,000 f 94,200 80,000 
SR 241 to Arlington Road 76,250 f 61,700 70,500 106,200 74,000 c 122,600 106,600 
Arlington Road to 1-277 85,850 : 72,400 85,900 102,300 74,000 i 128,700 106,600 
1-277 to Waterloo 105,100 f 71,900 82,700 97,800 74,000 s 132,100 106,600 
Waterloo Road to SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) 105,100 E 79,500 90,900 106,300 74,000 i 141,100 106,600 
SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) to Archwood Avenue 109,450 E 82,400 93,700 107,100 74,000 E 141,000 106,600 
Archwood Avenue to I-76 120,050 90,800 102,300 115,300 98,700 : 150,100 | 133,300 
I-76 to Grant Street 109,950 ie 91,300 97,500 114,100 98,700 : 135,900 | 133,300 
Grant Street to Bellows Street 112,100 f 96,600 85,900 117,800 98,700 A 142,600 133,300 
Bellows Street to Broadway/Main Street 112,100 3 86,600 92,400 110,200 98,700 i 137,000 | 133,300 
Broadway/Main Street to Russell 106,200 2 96,700 100,200 115,900 86,400 i 144,700 | 133,300 
Russell to SR 59 106,200 f 92,100 87,600 107,400 74,000 E 137,900 133,300 
SR 59 to East Avenue 119,400 ‘ 102,300 103,200 127,200 98,700 f 153,100 133,300 
East Avenue to I-76 split 104,550 3 91,800 90,000 93,200 74,000 ; 116,300 | 133,300 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) 90,000 5 87,600 81,800 98,800 74,000 i 121,200 133,300 
SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) to SR 162 (Copley Rog 82,750 . 83,400 68,900 95,600 74,000 E 119,500 106,600 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to White Pond Drive 77,400 fl 78,900 63,800 88,100 49,400 i 116,700 106,600 
White Pond Drive to Miller Avenue 76,850 f 76,400 57,600 87,900 49,400 i 115,000 | 106,600 
Miller Avenue to Ridgewood Road 76,850 A 55,500 43,000 64,700 49,400 87,100 | 106,600 
Ridgewood Road to Cleveland Massillon Road 63,800 r 59,900 47,500 70,800 49,400 F 94,300 80,000 
Cleveland Massillon Road to SR 21 merge 52,650 A 47,600 38,600 52,300 49,400 E 67,100 80,000 
SR 21 to SR 18 74,800 f 59,800 64,400 88,000 74,000 i: 97,000 80,000 
SR 18 to Ghent Road 49,150 i 40,500 50,500 65,100 74,000 E 70,300 80,000 
Ghent Road to SR 176 (Wheatly Road) 49,350 E 40,500 49,400 70,300 49,400 F 76,000 66,600 
SR 176 (Wheatly Road) to |-271 54,150 : 43,900 59,400 66,400 49,400 : 69,500 53,300 
1-271 to SR 21 47,900 f 37,100 38,600 63,400 49,400 E 65,700 53,300 
SR 21 to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,100 4 23,300 39,100 42,500 49,400 44,100 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to End of AMATS 39,100 E 32,300 39,100 46,700 49,400 46,700 53,300 
End of NOACA model to Miller Road 39,576 fd 64,850 49,400 64,850 74,000 
Miller Road to SR 82 (Royalton Road) 50,460 j 43,350 75,150 49,400 80,650 77,000 
SR 82 to Wallings Road 58,603 ‘ 54,730 78,050 49,400 98,150 77,000 
Wallings Road to Pleasant Valley Road 65,110 x 67,340 82,650 49,400 103,850 74,000 
Pleasant Valley Road to Rockside Road 76,262 : 80,900 96,650 74,000 106,250 74,000 
Rockside Road to !-480 54,039 a 38,630 75,950 61,700 86,850 74,000 
|-480 to SR 21 (Brecksville Road) 75,008 i 109,260 95,450 74,000 117,650 106,600 
SR 21 (Brecksville Road) to Grant Avenue 91,918 F 126,170 101,500 74,000 125,600 | 106,600 
Grant Avenue to Harvard Avenue 82,601 R 115,290 94,500 74,000 117,200 | 106,600 
Harvard Avenue to Fleet Avenue 81,495 2 110,570 92,800 74,000 116,800 | 106,600 
Fleet Avenue to Pershing Avenue 93,808 i 102,500 74,000 127,700 | 106,600 
Pershing Avenue to SR 14 (Broadway) 90,213 a 111,450 100,500 74,000 125,200 | 106,600 
SR 14 (Broadway) to |-490 89,861 7 108,270 96,500 74,000 121,800 106,600 
1-490 to US 422 (Woodland Avenue) 75,720 f 87,250 86,600 74,000 98,700 98,700 
US 422 (Woodland Avenue) to East 14th/22nd 61,091 85,460 68,600 74,000 77,900 90,300 
East 14th/22nd to |-90 9,510 i 24,700 E 24,700 


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-77 to SR 21 34,500 #N/A 76,900 #N/A 76,900 #N/A 
SR 21 to 1-271 31,100 79,800 79,800 : #DIV/0! 
1-271 to SR 8 32,900 #N/A 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 8 to |-480 26,350 25,500 74,000 74,000 k 2.0% 




































































3/14/02 
PARSONS 1of3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M1 (H7 Improvements) M1 Table MBC 3-14-02.xls 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round 
Multi-Modal Alternatives 


Route 


Name 





Segment on Highway Network 

(Volumes from West to East or South to North) 
|-71 to Fairfield Avenue 

Fairfield Avenue to Broadway Avenue 
Broadway Avenue to Ontario Street 

Ontario Street to East 9th Street 

East 9th Street to I-77 

|-77 to East 22nd Street 

East 22nd Street to Carnegie Avenue 
Carnegie Avenue to Prospect Avenue 
Prospect Avenue to US 322 (Chester Avenue) 


-77 to SR 303 
SR 303 to Ohio Turnpike 
Ohio Turnpike to SR 8 


SR 8 (Akron-Cleveland Road) to SR 82 (Aurora 


SR 82 (Aurora Road) to End of AMATS 


|-480/l-271 merge to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 


SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Forbes Road 
Forbes Road to |-480/I-271 Split 
|-480/l-271 Split to Rockside Road 


I-76 to Waterloo Road 

Waterloo Road to SR 93 (Manchester Road) 
SR 93 (Manchester Road) to Main Street 
Main Street to I-77 


SR 94 (State Road) to SR 176 (Jennings Freewal 
SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) to SR 17(Brookpark 


SR 17 (Brookpark Road) to I-77 
|-77 to Transportation Blvd. 
Transportation Blvd. to SR 17 (Granger Road) 


SR 17 (Granger Road) to SR 14 (Broadway Ave 


SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Lee Road 
Lee Road to Warrensville Road 


Warrensville Road to SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Rd 
SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) to Frontage Road 


Frontage Road to Rockside Road 
Rockside Road to |-480/I-271 Merge 
Section Same as |-271 

End of AMATS to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 


I-71 to West 7th Street 

West 7th Street to SR 14 (Broadway) 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-77 

I-77 to East 55th Street 


I-76 to Carroll Street 
Carroll Street to Buchtel Avenue 


Buchtel Avenue to SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) 
SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) to Glenwood Aven 
Glenwood Avenue to SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue’ 


SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) to Gorge Blvd. 
Gorge Blvd. to Howe Road 

Howe Road to Broad Blvd. 

Broad Blvd. to Portage Trail 

Portage Trail to Front Street 

Front Street to 2nd Street 

2nd Street to Hudson Drive 

Hudson Drive to Graham Road 
Graham Road to Steels Corner Road 
Steels Corner Road to Seasons Road 
Seasons Road to SR 303 


Existing 
Volumes 


127,310 
140,173 
127,950 
110,600 
92,931 
101,864 
103,543 
95,274 
91,847 


26,850 
23,250 
23,250 
39,150 
51,200 
98,198 
76,691 
88,039 
44,511 


77,244 
N/A 
91,606 
112,135 
101,385 
89,844 
91,475 
99,675 
80,785 
24,198 
39,254 
43,529 
98,198 
41,200 


112,700 
112,700 
112,100 
116,750 
97,800 
95,200 
87,750 
89,500 
89,500 
80,750 
80,750 
72,900 
72,900 
60,600 
48,050 
48,050 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 


Exist. V/C 
w/2025 H1 
Model 
Capacities 


0.78 


0.93 


1.14 
1.03 


0.91 
0.93 


1.01 


0.82 
0.49 
0.79 
0.88 
#DIV/0! 


0.83 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


ODOT 
Volumes 


123,610 
134,660 
112,990 
90,020 
127,160 
112,970 
104,260 
107,510 
98,510 


21,900 
21,300 
21,300 
36,000 
45,200 
82,470 
72,650 
93,220 
51,440 


90,950 
N/A 
104,590 
118,260 
114,720 
105,450 
110,240 
129,300 
100,180 
32,690 
30,980 
41,780 


37,200 


97,200 
88,700 
97,700 
104,200 
93,300 
90,800 
84,600 
84,900 
76,800 
66,800 
56,400 
49,300 
51,800 
41,700 
25,100 
25,000 


37,700 
32,000 
32,000 
30,700 
50,800 


107,500 
91,400 
96,700 

110,200 
98,000 
97,900 
95,000 
85,800 
78,800 
72,300 
52,000 
52,400 
53,700 
38,000 
30,700 
30,700 


2025 
Revised 
ADT 
113,900 
119,300 
105,200 
86,100 
74,400 
93,800 
93,300 
88,300 
85,300 


30,900 


2025 
Model 
Capacity 

98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
74,000 
74,000 
74,000 
74,000 
74,000 
74,000 


49,400 


2025 
Revised 
V/C Ratio 


2025 
Revised 
ADT 
117,300 
123,100 
109,000 
88,900 
75,200 
96,000 
96,100 
90,400 
86,900 


31,600 





28,100 


51,300 





28,300 





28,100 


49,400 





28,300 





38,900 


49,400 





39,200 





48,300 


49,400 





48,800 





114,500 
89,900 
101,000 
46,600 


74,000 
74,000 
74,000 
49,400 





114,500 
93,100 
111,100 
50,700 











101,800 
41,000 
93,400 

121,000 

112,800 

103,800 

111,000 

126,400 

117,300 
34,200 
48,700 
54,500 


98,700 
74,100 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 


103,600 
39,400 
93,800 

129,700 

121,500 

112,600 

119,700 

135,200 

125,500 
38,900 
53,700 
60,400 

114,500 








90,500 


49,400 


74,000 





67,300 


133,300 





84,900 


74,000 


119,300 





98,700 


74,000 





136,200 





95,500 


74,000 


140,100 





92,400 


74,000 





136,100 





96,000 


74,000 





128,600 





88,600 


74,000 





126,300 





99,600 


74,000 





121,500 





91,700 


74,000 





111,300 





92,100 


74,000 





103,800 





84,700 


74,000 





92,800 





77,600 


74,000 





85,700 





82,400 


74,000 





89,700 





68,800 


74,000 





72,400 





50,800 


74,000 





54,200 





84,500 


74,000 





86,200 


Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
SCATS from 1998 Map 


ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 


2025 
Model 
Capacity 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 

80,000 

80,000 

77,000 

77,000 

74,000 

74,000 


53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
80,000 
80,000 
98,700 
98,700 
98,700 
49,400 


98,700 
78,000 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
53,300 
53,300 
49,400 
98,700 
49,400 


106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
106,600 
93,300 
80,000 
80,000 
80,000 
80,000 
80,000 


V/C Ratio 


AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


2025 
Revised 


% Change 
vic 
M1 and H1 


Capacity 
Difference 
M1 minus H1 



























































1.8% 





-8.7% 





-7.0% 





-0.8% 





-0.3% 





0.4% 





-0.2% 





-1.0% 





-0.9% 





5.4% 





2.2% 





10.8% 








#DIV/0! 





-0.7% 






























































SR 303 to Boston Mills Road 

Boston Mills Road to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to Hines Hill Road 
Hines Hill Road to Twinsburg Road 
Twinsburg Road to I-271 


Fair Oaks Road to Oakleaf Road 

Oakleaf Road to Forbes Road 

Forbes Road to Henry Street 

Henry Street to William Street 

William Street to Pinecrest Drive 

Pinecrest Drive to Taylor Street 

Taylor Street to Egbert Road/Union Street 
Egbert Road/Union Street to Powers Road 
Powers Road to Grace Street 

Grace Street to Grand Blvd. 

Grand Blvd. To Rockside Road 

Rockside Road to Flora Drive 

Flora Drive to Lafayette/Clement Street 
Lafayette/Clement Street to Lee Road 

Lee Road to Maple Heights Blvd. 

Maple Heights Blvd. To SR 17 (Libby Road) 
SR 17 (Libby Road) to Greenhurst Drive 
Greenhurst Drive to McCraken Road 
McCraken Road to |-480 


PARSONS 
BRINCKERHOFF 


46,850 
46,850 
37,050 
37,000 
37,000 


17,724 
20,890 
18,762 
17,780 
12,759 
13,552 
15,974 
23,408 
24,917 
15,347 
16,853 
23,555 
18,993 
20,538 
16,064 
20,717 
19,939 
19,860 
19,254 





28,500 
25,700 
25,700 
30,600 
30,600 


17,150 





16,780 


Alternative M1 (H7 Improvements) 


29,900 

33,900 

32,000 
#N/A 
#N/A 


59,000 


39,700 


62,600 





48,800 


39,700 





52,400 





39,000 


39,700 


41,600 





#N/A 


49,400 





#N/A 





#N/A 


21,300 
24,700 
22,100 
20,500 
15,900 
23,200 
23,800 
33,400 
34,000 
21,800 
24,300 
25,500 
19,800 
20,400 
17,000 
22,400 
22,400 
18,700 
19,000 





49,400 


21,100 
19,300 
12,800 
10,400 
13,100 
35,500 
23,000 
29,600 
16,800 
29,400 
30,000 
34,500 
39,900 
25,800 
29,500 
18,400 
29,200 
34,900 
12,800 








#N/A 


20,000 
21,800 
20,600 
18,800 
14,000 
20,900 
22,100 
31,400 
32,100 
20,000 
21,900 
23,300 
17,700 
18,500 
15,300 
20,300 
20,300 
16,600 
17,600 








53,300 
53,300 
53,300 
53,300 
53,300 


21,100 
19,300 
12,800 
10,400 
13,100 
35,500 
23,000 
29,600 
16,800 
29,400 
30,000 
34,500 
39,900 
25,800 
29,500 
18,400 
29,200 
34,900 
12,800 
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Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 
AMATS from 1997 Map 

SCATS from 1998 Map 

ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 

SCATS 1996 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Exist. V/C 


H1 - No Build + Committed M1 (H-7 Improvments) 


Expressway 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round 
Multi-Modal Alternatives 


Route 
Name 


Segment on Highway Network 
(Volumes from West to East or South to North) 


US 30 to Indian River Road 

Indian River Road to SR 241(Oberlin Road) 
SR 241 (Oberlin Road) to Erie Street 

Erie Street to Walnut Road 

Walnut Road to Tremont Avenue 
Tremont Avenue to Lincoln Way 

Lincoln Way to Cherry Road 

Cherry Road to Lake Avenue 

Lake Avenue to Forty Corners Street 
Forty Corners Street to Butterbridge Road 
Butterbridge Road to SR 93 

SR 93 to Arcadia Street 

Arcadia Street to Marshallville Street 
Marshallville Street to End of SCATS 


Existing 
Volumes 


w/2025 H1 
Model 
Capacities 


ODOT 
Volumes 


2025 
Revised 
ADT 


2025 
Model 
Capacity 


2025 
Revised 
V/C Ratio 


2025 
Revised 
ADT 


2025 
Model 
Capacity 


2025 
Revised 
V/C Ratio 


% Change 
vic 
M1 and H1 


Capacity 
Difference 
M1 minus H1 


17,540 
17,540 
14,980 
14,980 
15,650 
15,650 
14,520 
12,230 
8,260 
10,210 
10,210 
10,850 
10,850 
10,850 


17,540 
14,980 


15,650 
15,650 
14,520 
12,230 
8,260 


10,850 


43,000 
40,600 
41,300 
39,000 
45,000 
42,000 
42,000 
34,700 
19,900 
20,300 
17,700 
15,800 
16,300 
18,300 


49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 


43,000 
40,600 
41,300 
39,000 
45,000 
41,900 
41,900 
34,700 
19,900 
20,300 
17,700 
15,800 
16,300 
18,300 


49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
49,400 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 
53,200 


0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





-0.2% 





-0.2% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





0.0% 





End of AMATS to SR 585 (Wooster Road) 
SR 585 (Wooster Road) to I-76 

I-76 to SR 261 (Wadworth Road) 

SR 261 (Wadsworth Road) to Minor Road 
Minor Road to SR 162 (Copley Road) 

SR 162 (Copley Road) to I-77 

Same Section as I-77 


23,150 
21,750 
23,950 


25,750 


15,700 
21,200 
19,600 
21,500 
21,500 
21,400 


15,400 
26,900 
30,900 
34,200 
36,700 
38,300 


28,600 


30,100 


28,100 





40,100 


49,400 





40,000 





47,900 


49,400 





39,300 





48,400 


46,400 





43,900 





44,000 


47,900 





41,200 





42,200 


49,400 





40,100 








30,100 
49,400 
49,400 
46,400 
47,900 
49,400 


-1.7% 





-0.2% 





-18.0% 





-9.3% 





6.4% 





-5.0% 











|-77 to Ohio Turnpike 

Snowville Road to Miller Road 

Miller Road to Parkview Drive 

Parkview Drive to Oakes Road 

Oakes Road to Cranbrook Drive 

Cranbrook Drive to SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Ry 
SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) to Stadium Dri 
Stadium Drive Mill Road 

Mill Road to Whitewood Road 

Whitewood Road to Fitzwater Road 

Fitzwater Road to Wallings Road 

Wallings Road to Sprague Road 

Sprague Road to Brookside Road 

Brookside Road to Parkland Road 

Parkland Road to Pleasant Valley Road 
Pleasant Valley Road to Hillside Road 

Hillside Road to Hemlock Road 

Hemlock Road to Selig Road 

Selig Road to Sunset Avenue 

Sunset Avenue to Chestnut Road 

Chestnut Road to Rockside Road 

Rockside Road to Longano Road 

Longano Road to Old Brecksville Road 

Old Brecksville Road to SR 17 (Granger Road) 
Granger Road (SR 17) to East 71st Street 
East 71st to I-77 


1-480 to Spring Road 
Spring Road to Denison 
Denison to Jennings Road 
Jennings Road to I-71 


19,243 
7,481 
10,537 
12,946 
17,175 
13,437 
13,437 
9,988 
9,988 
18,011 
17,574 
19,074 
18,102 
18,102 
18,917 
17,969 
17,969 
22,538 
22,538 
23,892 
24,007 
26,145 
26,145 
18,994 
16,911 


25,755 





4,400 


7,850 


14,800 


13,090 


14,940 
12,440 


13,510 


16,620 
16,910 


50,260 
50,530 
50,230 
56,850 





10,200 


14,700 





10,150 
17,100 

9,250 
14,250 
25,950 
24,850 
24,850 
19,550 
19,550 
27,450 
25,450 
26,250 
26,350 
26,350 
25,750 
23,450 
23,450 
22,550 
22,550 
25,950 
18,950 
17,250 
17,250 

8,550 

6,050 


37,900 
40,400 
37,900 
44,200 





34,600 
34,800 
46,000 
39,900 
32,900 
30,100 
33,800 
39,900 
35,500 
43,900 
35,100 
29,800 
31,900 
29,200 
31,800 
40,700 
44,600 
46,400 
35,800 
31,300 
34,700 
42,700 
28,000 
24,200 
27,000 


74,000 
74,000 
37,000 
74,000 








11,350 
15,300 

8,250 
11,750 
24,450 
17,150 
17,150 
12,650 
12,650 
20,850 
19,550 
20,350 
19,950 
19,950 
23,050 
20,850 
20,850 
20,150 
20,150 
23,750 
17,050 
15,650 
15,650 

8,350 

7,950 


33,100 
36,000 
40,400 
43,100 





14,700 
34,600 
34,800 
46,000 
39,900 
32,900 
30,100 
33,800 
39,900 
35,500 
43,900 
35,100 
29,800 
31,900 
29,200 
31,800 
40,700 
44,600 
46,400 
35,800 
31,300 
34,700 
42,700 
28,000 
24,200 
27,000 


80,000 
80,000 
80,000 
80,000 


#DIV/0! 





11.8% 





-10.5% 





-10.8% 





-17.5% 





-5.8% 





-31.0% 





-31.0% 





-35.3% 





-35.3% 





-24.0% 





-23.2% 





-22.5% 





-24.3% 





-24.3% 





-10.5% 





“11.1% 





“11.1% 





-10.6% 





-10.6% 





-8.5% 





-10.0% 





-9.3% 





-9.3% 





-2.3% 


DAD DAD DAD DJID/AD/A/D/D D/D/A/AD/A/D/D ADJD|AjA/A/D DajajAja/a/aD/D ajajaja/a/aiag aja\ajaojo 





31.4% 
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PARSONS 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M1 (H7 Improvements) 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR eet a alltel tas 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 

SCATS 1996 


Level of Service (LOS) Legend 


A-C 
D 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Est vi 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name _|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio | M2 and H1 | M2 minus H1 
I-71 |US 42 to SR 176 81,490 86,100 86,400 1.00 85,600 86,400 0.99 -0.6% 0 
I-71 __|SR176 to I-90 71,410 | | 89,100 61,700 1.44 89,500 93,300 0.96 -33.6% 31600 
——————————— | ee See es 
End of AMATS to SR 21 34,500 0.70 37,200 37,200 48,900 49,400 0.99 48,700 49,400 0.99 0 
SR 21 (Expressway) to Cleveland Massillon Road 42,550 0.86 46,200 38,600 66,500 49,400 1.35 66,300 74,000 0.90 24600 
Cleveland Massillon Road to Barber Road 48,950 0.99 49,300 47,800 71,300 49,400 1.44 73,100 74,000 0.99 24600 
Barber Road to State Street 54,050 1.09 53,900 48,900 78,000 49,400 1.58 80,500 74,000 1.09 24600 
State Street to SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) 49,400 1.00 48,900 44,400 73,000 49,400 1.48 74,000 74,000 1.00 24600 
SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) to |-277 54,000 1.09 57,200 60,600 65,000 49,400 1.32 64,400 74,000 0.87 24600 
1-277 to Kenmore Blvd. 45,000 0.91 54,900 61,900 40,300 49,400 0.82 41,500 53,300 0.78 3900 
Kenmore Blvd. To Battles Avenue 45,000 0.91 55,400 65,800 39,200 49,400 0.79 40,300 53,300 0.76 3900 
Battles Avenue to I-77 49,050 58,400 70,300 40,500 49,400 41,700 53,300 
Section Same as I-77 



























































SR 30 to 6th Street 59,680 59,680 90,800 74,000 92,300 80,000 
6th Street to SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) 65,040 65,040 94,200 74,000 95,900 80,000 
SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) to 13th Street N.W. 74,200 69,140 99,400 74,000 101,500 80,000 
13th Street N.W. to SR 687 (Fulton Drive) 81,870 81,870 111,400 98,700 113,900 80,000 
SR 687(Fulton Drive) to US 62 74,690 74,690 99,100 74,000 101,000 80,000 
US 62 to Belden Village Road 76,060 76,060 90,200 74,000 91,000 80,000 
Belden Village Road to Whipple/Everhard Road 57,050 67,790 71,700 74,000 72,400 77,000 
Whipple/Everhard Road to Portage Road 57,790 60,240 95,500 74,000 96,500 80,000 
C-228 (Portage Road) to North of Wayview Street 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,800 80,000 
North of Wayview Street to Shuffel Drive 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,800 80,000 
Shuffel Drive to North of Mount Pleasant Street 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
Mount Pleasant Street to End of SCATS 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
End of AMATS to Airport Road 60,250 51,100 49,100 91,400 74,000 91,200 80,000 
Airport Road to SR 241 64,200 48,900 52,500 94,100 74,000 93,900 80,000 
SR 241 to Arlington Road 76,250 61,700 70,500 106,200 74,000 122,200 | 106,600 
Arlington Road to |-277 85,850 72,400 85,900 102,300 74,000 128,200 | 106,600 
1-277 to Waterloo 105,100 71,900 82,700 97,800 74,000 130,400 | 106,600 
Waterloo Road to SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) 105,100 79,500 90,900 106,300 74,000 139,500 | 106,600 
SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) to Archwood Avenue 109,450 82,400 93,700 107,100 74,000 139,700 | 106,600 
Archwood Avenue to I-76 120,050 90,800 102,300 115,300 98,700 148,600 | 133,300 
|-76 to Grant Street 109,950 91,300 97,500 114,100 98,700 136,100 | 133,300 
Grant Street to Bellows Street 112,100 96,600 85,900 117,800 98,700 142,600 | 133,300 
Bellows Street to Broadway/Main Street 112,100 86,600 92,400 110,200 98,700 137,000 | 133,300 
Broadway/Main Street to Russell 106,200 96,700 100,200 115,900 86,400 144,300 | 133,300 
Russell to SR 59 106,200 92,100 87,600 107,400 74,000 137,500 | 133,300 
SR 59 to East Avenue 119,400 102,300 J 103,200 127,200 98,700 152,600 | 133,300 
East Avenue to I-76 split 104,550 91,800 90,000 93,200 74,000 115,900 | 133,300 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) 90,000 87,600 81,800 98,800 74,000 120,900 | 133,300 
SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) to SR 162 (Copley Road) 82,750 83,400 68,900 95,600 74,000 119,100} 106,600 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to White Pond Drive 77,400 78,900 63,800 88,100 49,400 116,300 | 106,600 
White Pond Drive to Miller Avenue 76,850 76,400 57,600 87,900 49,400 114,400 | 106,600 
Miller Avenue to Ridgewood Road 76,850 55,500 43,000 64,700 49,400 86,500 | 106,600 
Ridgewood Road to Cleveland Massillon Road 63,800 59,900 47,500 70,800 49,400 93,700 80,000 
Cleveland Massillon Road to SR 21 merge 52,650 47,600 38,600 52,300 49,400 67,100 80,000 
SR 21 to SR 18 74,800 59,800 64,400 88,000 74,000 95,600 80,000 
SR 18 to Ghent Road 49,150 40,500 50,500 65,100 74,000 68,900 80,000 
Ghent Road to SR 176 (Wheatly Road) 49,350 40,500 49,400 70,300 49,400 73,700 66,600 
SR 176 (Wheatly Road) to I-271 54,150 43,900 59,400 66,400 49,400 66,500 53,300 
1-271 to SR 21 47,900 37,100 38,600 63,400 49,400 62,800 53,300 
SR 21 to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,100 23,300 39,100 42,500 49,400 42,600 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to End of AMATS 39,100 32,300 39,100 46,700 49,400 46,600 53,300 
End of NOACA model to Miller Road 39,576 64,850 49,400 64,650 74,000 
Miller Road to SR 82 (Royalton Road) 50,460 43,350 75,150 49,400 76,950 77,000 
SR 82 to Wallings Road 58,603 54,730 78,050 49,400 96,350 77,000 
Wallings Road to Pleasant Valley Road 65,110 67,340 82,650 49,400 101,750 74,000 
Pleasant Valley Road to Rockside Road 76,262 80,900 96,650 74,000 103,550 74,000 
Rockside Road to |-480 54,039 38,630 75,950 61,700 83,850 74,000 
1-480 to SR 21 (Brecksville Road) 75,008 109,260 95,450 74,000 114,750 | 106,600 
SR 21 (Brecksville Road) to Grant Avenue 91,918 126,170 101,500 74,000 122,700 | 106,600 
Grant Avenue to Harvard Avenue 82,601 115,290 94,500 74,000 114,800 | 106,600 
Harvard Avenue to Fleet Avenue 81,495 110,570 92,800 74,000 114,600 | 106,600 
Fleet Avenue to Pershing Avenue 93,808 102,500 74,000 125,400 | 106,600 
Pershing Avenue to SR 14 (Broadway) 90,213 111,450 100,500 74,000 123,000 | 106,600 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-490 89,861 108,270 96,500 74,000 119,900 | 106,600 
1-490 to US 422 (Woodland Avenue) 75,720 87,250 86,600 74,000 96,900 98,700 
US 422 (Woodland Avenue) to East 14th/22nd 61,091 85,460 68,600 74,000 76,800 90,300 
East 14th/22nd to 1-90 9,510 E 19,800 24,700 E 21,500 24,700 




































































































































































































































































I-77 to SR 21 34,500 #N/A 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 21 to I-271 31,100 79,800 79,800 #DIV/0! 
1-271 toSR8 32,900 #N/A 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 8 to |-480 26,350 k 25,500 74,000 E 74,000 5 1.4% 


















































3/14/02 
PARSONS lof3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M2 (H7 Improvements) M2 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR ee eae 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed M2 (H-7 Improvements) 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name _|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio | M2 and H1 | M2 minus H1 

I-71 to Fairfield Avenue 113,900 98,700 

Fairfield Avenue to Broadway Avenue 119,300 98,700 

Broadway Avenue to Ontario Street 105,200 98,700 

Ontario Street to East 9th Street 86,100 74,000 

East 9th Street to I-77 74,400 74,000 

I-77 to East 22nd Street 93,800 74,000 

East 22nd Street to Carnegie Avenue 93,300 74,000 

Carnegie Avenue to Prospect Avenue 88,300 74,000 

Prospect Avenue to US 322 (Chester Avenue) 85,300 74,000 















































I-77 to SR 303 

SR 303 to Ohio Turnpike 

Ohio Turnpike to SR 8 

SR 8 (Akron-Cleveland Road) to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 
SR 82 (Aurora Road) to End of AMATS 

|-480/I-271 merge to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 

SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Forbes Road 

Forbes Road to |-480/I-271 Split 

|-480/I-271 Split to Rockside Road 

































































I-76 to Waterloo Road 

Waterloo Road to SR 93 (Manchester Road) 
SR 93 (Manchester Road) to Main Street F 
Main Street to I-77 E 0.93 


| 
SR 94 (State Road) to SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) E 101,800 98,700 1.0% 
SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) to SR 17(Brookpark Road) 41,000 74,100 -9.6% 
SR 17 (Brookpark Road) to I-77 93,400 98,700 F ; -7.8% 
|-77 to Transportation Blvd. 1.14 121,000 98,700 -1.6% 
Transportation Blvd. to SR 17 (Granger Road) 1.03 112,800 98,700 -0.5% 
SR 17 (Granger Road) to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 0.91 103,800 98,700 0.3% 
31,800 

































































SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Lee Road 0.93 
Lee Road to Warrensville Road 1.01 
Warrensville Road to SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) 0.82 
SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) to Frontage Road 0.49 
Frontage Road to Rockside Road 0.79 
Rockside Road to |-480/I-271 Merge 0.88 
Section Same as 1-271 #DIV/0! 
End of AMATS to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 0.83 


111,000 98,700 -0.3% 
126,400 98,700 -1.4% 
117,300 98,700 -1.2% 
34,200 49,400 6.8% 
48,700 49,400 i 3.0% 
54,500 49,400 11.7% 
#DIV/0! 
67,800 49,400 0.6% 


| 
I-71 to West 7th Street A 0.62 
West 7th Street to SR 14 (Broadway) E 0.72 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-77 i 0.57 
I-77 to East 55th Street i 0.51 
al 


I-76 to Carroll Street 74,000 106,600 
Carroll Street to Buchtel Avenue 74,000 106,600 
Buchtel Avenue to SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) 74,000 106,600 
SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) to Glenwood Avenue 74,000 106,600 
Glenwood Avenue to SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) 74,000 106,600 
SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) to Gorge Blvd. 74,000 106,600 
Gorge Blvd. to Howe Road 74,000 106,600 
Howe Road to Broad Blvd. 74,000 106,600 
Broad Blvd. to Portage Trail 74,000 106,600 
Portage Trail to Front Street 74,000 106,600 
Front Street to 2nd Street 74,000 93,300 
2nd Street to Hudson Drive 74,000 80,000 
Hudson Drive to Graham Road f 74,000 80,000 
Graham Road to Steels Corner Road k 74,000 80,000 
Steels Corner Road to Seasons Road F 74,000 K 80,000 
Seasons Road to SR 303 E 74,000 80,000 
SR 303 to Boston Mills Road 39,700 53,300 
Boston Mills Road to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,700 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to Hines Hill Road 39,700 53,300 
Hines Hill Road to Twinsburg Road E 49,400 53,300 
‘Twinsburg Road to |-271 5 49,400 53,300 












































































































































































































































Fair Oaks Road to Oakleaf Road 17,724 F 21,300} 21,100 20,100] 21,100 
Oakleaf Road to Forbes Road 20,890 24,700} 19,300 21,600} 19,300 
Forbes Road to Henry Street 18,762 22,100 12,800 21,000 12,800 
Henry Street to William Street 17,780 20,500} 10,400 19,200} 10,400 
William Street to Pinecrest Drive 12,759 15,900} 13,100 14,400 | 13,100 
Pinecrest Drive to Taylor Street 13,552 R 23,200} 35,500 21,400] 35,500 
‘Taylor Street to Egbert Road/Union Street 15,974 ; 23,800 | 23,000 22,500] 23,000 
Egbert Road/Union Street to Powers Road 23,408 f 33,400 | 29,600 32,000 | 29,600 
Powers Road to Grace Street 24,917 34,000 | 16,800 32,800 | 16,800 
Grace Street to Grand Blvd. 15,347 21,800} 29,400 20,600 | 29,400 
Grand Blvd. To Rockside Road 16,853 E 24,300 | 30,000 22,700} 30,000 
Rockside Road to Flora Drive 23,555 E 25,500 | 34,500 23,000 | 34,500 
Flora Drive to Lafayette/Clement Street 18,993 E 19,800 | 39,900 17,400 | 39,900 
Lafayette/Clement Street to Lee Road 20,538 ; 20,400 | 25,800 : 18,300 | 25,800 
Lee Road to Maple Heights Blvd. 16,064 B 17,000} 29,500 15,200 | 29,500 
Maple Heights Blvd. To SR 17 (Libby Road) 20,717 17,150 22,400 18,400 20,100] 18,400 
SR 17 (Libby Road) to Greenhurst Drive 19,939 22,400} 29,200 20,100} 29,200 
Greenhurst Drive to McCraken Road 19,860 f 18,700 | 34,900 16,400 | 34,900 
McCraken Road to |-480 19,254 16,780 19,000} 12,800 a 17,400 | 12,800 
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3/14/02 
PARSONS 2 0f3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M2 (H7 Improvements) M2 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR ee eae 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Exist. VC 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name |(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio | M2 and H1 | M2 minus H1 


US 30 to Indian River Road 17,540 F 17,540 49,400 : 49,400 g 0.2% 

Indian River Road to SR 241 (Oberlin Road) 17,540 F 49,400 E 49,400 E 0.5% 

SR 241 (Oberlin Road) to Erie Street 14,980 E 14,980 49,400 E 49,400 E 0.2% 

Erie Street to Walnut Road 14,980 E 49,400 B 49,400 fe 0.5% 

‘Walnut Road to Tremont Avenue 15,650 E 15,650 49,400 E 49,400 R 0.2% 

‘Tremont Avenue to Lincoln Way 15,650 : 15,650 49,400 E 49,400 i 0.0% 

Lincoln Way to Cherry Road 14,520 k 14,520 49,400 F 49,400 K 0.0% 

Cherry Road to Lake Avenue 12,230 FE 12,230 49,400 A 49,400 R 0.3% 

Lake Avenue to Forty Corners Street 8,260 R 8,260 53,200 k 53,200 kr 0.5% 

Forty Corners Street to Butterbridge Road 10,210 R 53,200 k 53,200 E 0.0% 

Butterbridge Road to SR 93 10,210 R 53,200 E 53,200 E 0.6% 

SR 93 to Arcadia Street 10,850 F 10,850 53,200 i 53,200 i 0.0% 

Arcadia Street to Marshallville Street 10,850 k 53,200 f 53,200 : 0.0% 

Marshallville Street to End of SCATS 10,850 F 53,200 E 53,200 E -0.5% 
End of AMATS to SR 585 (Wooster Road) 15,700 30,100 E 30,100 E -2.4% 
SR 585 (Wooster Road) to I-76 23,150 21,200 49,400 F 49,400 5 -1.0% 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wadworth Road) 21,750 19,600 49,400 E 49,400 ke -19.8% 
SR 261 (Wadsworth Road) to Minor Road 23,950 21,500 46,400 46,400 k -11.6% 
Minor Road to SR 162 (Copley Road) F 21,500 47,900 47,900 F -8.9% 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to I-77 25,750 F 21,400 49,400 E 49,400 R -7.8% 
Same Section as 1-77 
I-77 to Ohio Turnpike 4,400 14,700 14,700 #DIV/0! 
Snowville Road to Miller Road 19,243 34,600 E 34,600 -7.9% 

Miller Road to Parkview Drive 7,481 7,850 34,800 E 34,800 -14.0% 
Parkview Drive to Oakes Road 10,537 46,000 E 46,000 -20.5% 
Oakes Road to Cranbrook Drive 12,946 k 39,900 i 39,900 E -21.1% 
Cranbrook Drive to SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) J 17,175 F 32,900 B 32,900 é -19.3% 
SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) to Stadium Drive 13,437 : 30,100 i 30,100 : -51.5% 
Stadium Drive Mill Road 13,437 e 33,800 33,800 F -51.5% 
Mill Road to Whitewood Road 9,988 E 39,900 39,900 5 -58.3% 
Whitewood Road to Fitzwater Road 9,988 R 35,500 F 35,500 FE -58.3% 
Fitzwater Road to Wallings Road 18,011 43,900 R 43,900 . -50.6% 
‘Wallings Road to Sprague Road 17,574 35,100 B 35,100 k -49.5% 
Sprague Road to Brookside Road 19,074 E 29,800 i 29,800 k -35.4% 
Brookside Road to Parkland Road 18,102 f 31,900 B 31,900 ; -41.7% 
Parkland Road to Pleasant Valley Road 18,102 F 29,200 i 29,200 A -41.7% 
Pleasant Valley Road to Hillside Road 18,917 f 31,800 E 31,800 f -26.4% 
Hillside Road to Hemlock Road 17,969 40,700 E 40,700 -23.5% 
Hemlock Road to Selig Road 17,969 44,600 F 44,600 -23.5% 
Selig Road to Sunset Avenue 22,538 i 46,400 “ 46,400 K -23.1% 
Sunset Avenue to Chestnut Road 22,538 : 35,800 y 35,800 -23.1% 
Chestnut Road to Rockside Road 23,892 fe 31,300 E 31,300 E -18.1% 
Rockside Road to Longano Road 24,007 i 13,510 34,700 F 34,700 -13.7% 
Longano Road to Old Brecksville Road 26,145 A 42,700 E 42,700 -8.1% 
Old Brecksville Road to SR 17 (Granger Road) 26,145 f 28,000 R 28,000 i -8.1% 
Granger Road (SR 17) to East 71st Street 18,994 i 16,620 24,200 E 24,200 kK -2.3% 
East 71st to I-77 16,911 16,910 27,000 27,000 31.4% 


















































Expressway 





















































































































































































































































1-480 to Spring Road N/A 50,260 37,900 74,000 : 32,600 80,000 
Spring Road to Denison N/A 50,530 40,400 74,000 f 35,400 80,000 
Denison to Jennings Road 13,869 50,230 37,900 37,000 40,000 80,000 
Jennings Road to I-71 25,755 56,850 44,200 74,000 42,600 80,000 















































3/14/02 
PARSONS 3 of 3 
BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M2 (H7 Improvements) M2 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Level of Service (LOS) Legend 


‘Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed M3 (H-8 Improvements) 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio {| M3. and H1 | M3 minus H1 
US 42 to SR 176 86,100 86,400 1.00 86,000 86,400 1.00 -0.1% 0 

SR 176 to I-90 89,100 61,700 1.44 87,600 93,300 0.94 -35.0% 31600 
aS (ee RES) ES | ee ee 
-76 |End of AMATS to SR 21 34,500 0.70 37,200 37,200 49,400 0.99 49,400 0.99 0 
SR 21 (Expressway) to Cleveland Massillon Road 42,550 0.86 46,200 38,600 66,500 49,400 1.35 66,600 74,000 0.90 24600 
-76 |Cleveland Massillon Road to Barber Road 48,950 0.99 49,300 47,800 71,300 49,400 1.44 73,400 74,000 0.99 24600 
-76 |Barber Road to State Street 54,050 1.09 53,900 48,900 49,400 1.58 80,600 74,000 1.09 24600 
-76 |State Street to SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) 49,400 1.00 48,900 44,400 49,400 1.48 74,100 74,000 1.00 24600 
-76 |SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) to |-277 54,000 1.09 57,200 60,600 49,400 1.32 64,400 74,000 0.87 24600 
-76 ||-277 to Kenmore Blvd. 45,000 0.91 54,900 61,900 49,400 0.82 41,500 53,300 0.78 3900 
-76 |Kenmore Blvd. To Battles Avenue 45,000 0.91 55,400 65,800 49,400 0.79 40,300 53,300 0.76 3900 
-76 |Battles Avenue to I-77 49,050 58,400 70,300 49,400 41,700 53,300 0.78 3900 
Section Same as |-77 r~Ct<—s~CSsé‘dYC.S—~<~<~<; CC*d 





















































SR 30 to 6th Street 59,680 59,680 90,800 74,000 92,200 80,000 
6th Street to SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) 65,040 65,040 94,200 74,000 95,800 80,000 
SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) to 13th Street N.W. 74,200 69,140 99,400 74,000 101,400 80,000 
13th Street N.W. to SR 687 (Fulton Drive) 81,870 81,870 111,400 98,700 113,800 80,000 
SR 687(Fulton Drive) to US 62 74,690 74,690 99,100 74,000 101,100 80,000 
US 62 to Belden Village Road 76,060 76,060 90,200 74,000 91,100 80,000 
Belden Village Road to Whipple/Everhard Road 57,050 67,790 71,700 74,000 72,500 77,000 
Whipple/Everhard Road to Portage Road 57,790 60,240 95,500 74,000 96,600 80,000 
C-228 (Portage Road) to North of Wayview Street 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,800 80,000 
North of Wayview Street to Shuffel Drive 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,800 80,000 
Shuffel Drive to North of Mount Pleasant Street 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,900 80,000 
Mount Pleasant Street to End of SCATS 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,900 80,000 
End of AMATS to Airport Road 60,250 51,100 49,100 91,400 74,000 91,400 80,000 
Airport Road to SR 241 64,200 48,900 52,500 94,100 74,000 94,100 80,000 
SR 241 to Arlington Road 76,250 61,700 70,500 106,200 74,000 122,200 | 106,600 
Arlington Road to |-277 85,850 72,400 85,900 74,000 128,400 106,600 
|-277 to Waterloo 105,100 71,900 82,700 97,800 74,000 130,500 | 106,600 
Waterloo Road to SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) 105,100 79,500 90,900 74,000 139,600 106,600 
SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) to Archwood Avenue 109,450 82,400 93,700 107,100 74,000 139,700 | 106,600 
Archwood Avenue to I-76 120,050 90,800 102,300 98,700 148,600 133,300 
-76 to Grant Street 109,950 91,300 97,500 114,100 98,700 136,100 | 133,300 
Grant Street to Bellows Street 112,100 96,600 85,900 117,800 98,700 142,600 133,300 
Bellows Street to Broadway/Main Street 112,100 86,600 92,400 110,200 98,700 136,900 | 133,300 
Broadway/Main Street to Russell 106,200 96,700 100,200 86,400 144,400 133,300 
Russell to SR 59 106,200 92,100 87,600 107,400 74,000 137,500 | 133,300 
SR 59 to East Avenue 119,400 102,300 103,200 98,700 152,700 133,300 
East Avenue to I-76 split 104,550 91,800 90,000 93,200 74,000 115,800 | 133,300 
-76 to SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) 90,000 87,600 81,800 74,000 120,700 133,300 
SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) to SR 162 (Copley Road) 82,750 83,400 68,900 95,600 74,000 118,900 | 106,600 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to White Pond Drive 77,400 78,900 63,800 88,100 49,400 116,000 106,600 
White Pond Drive to Miller Avenue 76,850 76,400 57,600 87,900 49,400 114,200 | 106,600 
Miller Avenue to Ridgewood Road 76,850 55,500 43,000 49,400 86,200 106,600 
Ridgewood Road to Cleveland Massillon Road 63,800 59,900 47,500 70,800 49,400 93,500 80,000 
Cleveland Massillon Road to SR 21 merge 52,650 47,600 38,600 49,400 66,900 80,000 
SR 21 toSR 18 74,800 59,800 64,400 88,000 74,000 95,600 80,000 
SR 18 to Ghent Road 49,150 40,500 50,500 74,000 69,000 80,000 
Ghent Road to SR 176 (Wheatly Road) 49,350 40,500 49,400 70,300 49,400 73,700 66,600 
SR 176 (Wheatly Road) to |-271 54,150 43,900 59,400 66,400 49,400 66,400 53,300 
1-271 to SR 21 47,900 37,100 38,600 63,400 49,400 62,600 53,300 
SR 21 to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,100 23,300 39,100 49,400 42,400 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to End of AMATS 39,100 32,300 39,100 46,700 49,400 46,700 53,300 
End of NOACA model to Miller Road 39,576 64,850 49,400 64,850 74,000 
Miller Road to SR 82 (Royalton Road) 50,460 43,350 75,150 49,400 77,850 77,000 
SR 82 to Wallings Road 58,603 54,730 78,050 49,400 99,250 77,000 
Wallings Road to Pleasant Valley Road 65,110 67,340 82,650 49,400 107,950 74,000 
Pleasant Valley Road to Rockside Road 76,262 80,900 96,650 74,000 86,550 74,000 
Rockside Road to 1-480 54,039 38,630 75,950 61,700 65,450 61,700 
-480 to SR 21 (Brecksville Road) 75,008 109,260 95,450 74,000 74,650 74,000 
SR 21 (Brecksville Road) to Grant Avenue 91,918 126,170 101,500 74,000 80,500 74,000 
Grant Avenue to Harvard Avenue 82,601 115,290 94,500 74,000 52,700 74,000 
Harvard Avenue to Fleet Avenue 81,495 110,570 92,800 74,000 80,700 74,000 
Fleet Avenue to Pershing Avenue 93,808 102,500 74,000 90,600 74,000 
Pershing Avenue to SR 14 (Broadway) 90,213 111,450 100,500 74,000 87,900 74,000 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-490 89,861 108,270 96,500 74,000 85,200 74,000 
-490 to US 422 (Woodland Avenue) 75,720 87,250 86,600 74,000 65,900 74,000 
US 422 (Woodland Avenue) to East 14th/22nd 61,091 85,460 68,600 74,000 53,200 74,000 
East 14th/22nd to I-90 9,510 B 19,800 24,700 E 19,000 24,700 





































































































































































































































































































-77 to SR 21 34,500 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 21 to 1-271 79,800 79,800 #DIV/0! 
-271 to SR8 32,900 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 8 to 1-480 26,350 74,000 74,000 0.9% 
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BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M3 (H8 Improvements) M3 Table MBC 3-14-02.xlIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


‘Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed M3 (H-8 Improvements) 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route /Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name_|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio | M3 and H1 | M3 minus H1 

-71 to Fairfield Avenue 127,310 123,610 113,900 98,700 116,500 106,600 

Fairfield Avenue to Broadway Avenue 140,173 134,660 119,300 98,700 122,300 106,600 

Broadway Avenue to Ontario Street 127,950 112,990 105,200 98,700 110,900 106,600 

Ontario Street to East 9th Street 110,600 90,020 86,100 74,000 91,500 80,000 

East 9th Street to I-77 92,931 127,160 74,400 74,000 77,800 80,000 

-77 to East 22nd Street 101,864 112,970 93,800 74,000 96,500 77,000 

East 22nd Street to Carnegie Avenue 103,543 104,260 93,300 74,000 97,300 77,000 

Carnegie Avenue to Prospect Avenue 95,274 107,510 88,300 74,000 91,300 74,000 

Prospect Avenue to US 322 (Chester Avenue) 91,847 98,510 85,300 74,000 87,700 74,000 









































-77 to SR 303 26,850 ; 21,900 37,700 49,400 53,200 
SR 303 to Ohio Turnpike 23,250 21,300 32,000 28,100 51,300 27,400 53,200 
Ohio Turnpike to SR 8 23,250 21,300 32,000 49,400 27,400 53,200 
SR 8 (Akron-Cleveland Road) to SR 82 (Aurora Road) J 39,150 36,000 30,700 38,900 49,400 38,100 80,000 
SR 82 (Aurora Road) to End of AMATS 51,200 45,200 50,800 48,300 49,400 47,900 80,000 
|-480/l-271 merge to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 98,198 82,470 114,500 74,000 114,500 98,700 
SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Forbes Road 76,691 72,650 89,900 74,000 92,600 98,700 
Forbes Road to I-480/I-271 Split 88,039 93,220 101,000 74,000 110,400 98,700 
|-480/I-271 Split to Rockside Road 44,511 51,440 46,600 49,400 49,300 49,400 












































I-76 to Waterloo Road 52,200 50,200 47,500 74,000 : 74,000 
Waterloo Road to SR 93 (Manchester Road) 52,200 40,300 38,700 58,100 74,000 56,200 74,000 
SR 93 (Manchester Road) to Main Street 59,550 52,200 56,900 74,000 71,000 74,000 
Main Street to I-77 59,150 E 48,000 53,300 74,000 0.93 74,000 


| 
SR 94 (State Road) to SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) 77,244 i 90,950 101,800 98,700 1.03 101,600 98,700 -0.2% 
SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) to SR 17(Brookpark Road N/A N/A 41,000 74,100 0.55: 36,200 78,000 -16.1% 
SR 17 (Brookpark Road) to I-77 91,606 0.93 104,590 93,400 98,700 0.95 89,100 | 106,600 -11.7% 
|-77 to Transportation Blvd. 112,135 1.14 118,260 121,000 98,700 1.23 131,500 106,600 0.6% 
Transportation Blvd. to SR 17 (Granger Road) 101,385 1.03 114,720 112,800 98,700 1.14 123,000 106,600 1.0% 
31,800 









































SR 17 (Granger Road) to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 89,844 0.91 105,450 
SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Lee Road 91,475 0.93 110,240 
Lee Road to Warrensville Road 99,675 1.01 129,300 
Warrensville Road to SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) 80,785 0.82 100,180 
SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) to Frontage Road 24,198 0.49 32,690 
Frontage Road to Rockside Road 39,254 0.79 30,980 
Rockside Road to |-480/I-271 Merge 43,529 0.88 41,780 
Section Same as |-271 98,198 #DIV/0! 

End of AMATS to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 41,200 0.83 37,200 


103,800 98,700 1.05 113,600 106,600 1.3% 
111,000 98,700 1.12 120,200 106,600 0.3% 
126,400 98,700 1.28 135,400 106,600 -0.8% 
117,300 98,700 1.19 125,800 106,600 -0.7% 
34,200 49,400 0.69 39,800 53,300 7.9% 
48,700 49,400 0.99 54,200 53,300 3.2% 
54,500 49,400 1.10 61,100 49,400 12.1% 
114,500 98,700 #DIV/0! 
67,800 49,400 1.37 68,200 49,400 0.6% 





















































SR 14 (Broadway) to I-77 48,234 38,180 49,500 86,400 49,300 86,400 
I-77 to East 55th Street 36,658 E 20,210 





38,000 74,000 i 36,500 74,000 
pT 
I-76 to Carroll Street 112,700 97,200 107,500 90,500 74,000 3 132,100 | 106,600 
Carroll Street to Buchtel Avenue 112,700 88,700 91,400 84,900 74,000 118,100 106,600 
Buchtel Avenue to SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) 112,100 97,700 96,700 98,700 74,000 135,100 | 106,600 
SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) to Glenwood Avenue 116,750 104,200 110,200 74,000 138,400 106,600 
Glenwood Avenue to SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) 97,800 93,300 98,000 92,400 74,000 134,500 | 106,600 
SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) to Gorge Blvd. 95,200 90,800 97,900 96,000 74,000 127,500 106,600 
Gorge Blvd. to Howe Road 87,750 84,600 95,000 88,600 74,000 124,700 | 106,600 
Howe Road to Broad Blvd. 89,500 84,900 85,800 74,000 119,700 106,600 
Broad Blvd. to Portage Trail 89,500 76,800 78,800 91,700 74,000 109,700 | 106,600 
Portage Trail to Front Street 80,750 66,800 72,300 92,100 74,000 102,100 106,600 
Front Street to 2nd Street 80,750 56,400 52,000 84,700 74,000 91,200 93,300 
2nd Street to Hudson Drive 72,900 49,300 52,400 74,000 84,200 80,000 
Hudson Drive to Graham Road 72,900 51,800 53,700 82,400 74,000 88,200 80,000 
Graham Road to Steels Corner Road 60,600 41,700 38,000 68,800 74,000 70,900 80,000 
Steels Corner Road to Seasons Road 48,050 25,100 30,700 50,800 74,000 52,800 80,000 
Seasons Road to SR 303 48,050 25,000 30,700 84,500 74,000 86,100 80,000 
SR 303 to Boston Mills Road 46,850 28,500 29,900 59,000 39,700 62,600 53,300 
Boston Mills Road to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 46,850 25,700 33,900 48,800 39,700 52,100 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to Hines Hill Road 37,050 25,700 32,000 39,000 39,700 39,700 53,300 
Hines Hill Road to Twinsburg Road 37,000 30,600 #N/A 49,400 #N/A 53,300 
Twinsburg Road to |-271 37,000 5 30,600 #N/A 49,400 53,300 


| 
71 to West 7th Street 68,234 : 45,460 61,600 | 98,700 65,300 | 98,700 
West 7th Street to SR 14 (Broadway) 78,597 45,780 71,100] 98,700 74,800 | 98,700 
aaa 


























































































































Fair Oaks Road to Oakleaf Road 17,724 21,300 | 21,100 20,000 | 21,100 
Oakleaf Road to Forbes Road 20,890 24,700 19,300 21,700 19,300 
Forbes Road to Henry Street 18,762 22,100 12,800 21,300 12,800 
Henry Street to William Street 17,780 20,500 10,400 19,400 | 10,400 
William Street to Pinecrest Drive 12,759 15,900 13,100 14,400 13,100 
Pinecrest Drive to Taylor Street 13,552 23,200 35,500 21,400 | 35,500 
Taylor Street to Egbert Road/Union Street 15,974 10,540 23,800 | 23,000 22,800 | 23,000 
Egbert Road/Union Street to Powers Road 23,408 33,400 29,600 31,900 | 29,600 
Powers Road to Grace Street 24,917 34,000 16,800 32,900 | 16,800 
Grace Street to Grand Blvd. 15,347 21,800 29,400 20,700 | 29,400 
Grand Blvd. To Rockside Road 16,853 14,020 24,300 | 30,000 22,900 | 30,000 
Rockside Road to Flora Drive 23,555 25,500 34,500 22,900 | 34,500 
Flora Drive to Lafayette/Clement Street 18,993 19,800 39,900 17,200 | 39,900 
Lafayette/Clement Street to Lee Road 20,538 20,400 25,800 18,100 | 25,800 
Lee Road to Maple Heights Blvd. 16,064 17,000 | 29,500 14,900 | 29,500 
Maple Heights Blvd. To SR 17 (Libby Road) 20,717 22,400 | 18,400 19,800 | 18,400 
SR 17 (Libby Road) to Greenhurst Drive 19,939 22,400 | 29,200 19,600 | 29,200 
Greenhurst Drive to McCraken Road 19,860 18,700 | 34,900 15,900 | 34,900 
McCraken Road to |-480 19,254 a 19,000 12,800 16,900 12,800 















































Arterial 

































































3/14/02 
PARSONS 2 of 3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M3 (H8 Improvements) M3 Table MBC 3-14-02.xls 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR cea ea aS En 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 

SCATS 1996 


Exist VIC 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route /Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name_|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio_| M3 and H1 | M3 minus H1 

US 30 to Indian River Road 17,540 43,100 49,400 0.2% 
Indian River Road to SR 241 (Oberlin Road) 17,540 40,700 49,400 0.2% 
SR 241 (Oberlin Road) to Erie Street 14,980 41,400 49,400 0.2% 
Erie Street to Walnut Road 14,980 39,200 49,400 0.5% 
Walnut Road to Tremont Avenue 15,650 45,100 49,400 0.2% 
Tremont Avenue to Lincoln Way 15,650 42,000 49,400 0.0% 
Lincoln Way to Cherry Road 14,520 42,000 49,400 0.0% 
Cherry Road to Lake Avenue 12,230 34,800 49,400 0.3% 
Lake Avenue to Forty Corners Street 8,260 20,000 53,200 0.5% 
Forty Corners Street to Butterbridge Road 10,210 20,300 53,200 0.0% 
Butterbridge Road to SR 93 10,210 17,800 53,200 0.6% 
SR 93 to Arcadia Street 10,850 15,900 53,200 0.6% 
Arcadia Street to Marshallville Street 10,850 16,400 53,200 0.6% 
Marshallville Street to End of SCATS 10,850 18,200 53,200 -0.5% 
End of AMATS to SR 585 (Wooster Road) 27,800 30,100 -2.8% 
SR 585 (Wooster Road) to I-76 23,150 39,700 49,400 -1.0% 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wadworth Road) 21,750 38,700 49,400 -19.2% 
SR 261 (Wadsworth Road) to Minor Road 23,950 43,200 46,400 -10.7% 
Minor Road to SR 162 (Copley Road) 40,300 47,900 -8.4% 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to I-77 25,750 39,100 49,400 -7.3% 
Same Section as |-77 
I-77 to Ohio Turnpike 14,700 #DIV/O! 
Snowville Road to Miller Road 19,243 9,550} 34,600 -5.9% 
Miller Road to Parkview Drive 7,481 14,300 34,800 -16.4% 
Parkview Drive to Oakes Road 10,537 7,250 | 46,000 -21.6% 
Oakes Road to Cranbrook Drive 12,946 11,150 | 39,900 -21.8% 
Cranbrook Drive to SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) 17,175 20,650 32,900 -20.4% 
SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) to Stadium Drive 13,437 11,050 30,100 -55.5% 
Stadium Drive Mill Road 13,437 11,050 | 33,800 -55.5% 
Mill Road to Whitewood Road 9,988 6,550 | 39,900 -66.5% 
Whitewood Road to Fitzwater Road 9,988 6,550 | 35,500 -66.5% 
Fitzwater Road to Wallings Road 18,011 12,250 43,900 -55.4% 
Wallings Road to Sprague Road 17,574 10,050 | 35,100 -60.5% 
Sprague Road to Brookside Road 19,074 14,150 | 29,800 -46.1% 
Brookside Road to Parkland Road 18,102 12,550 | 31,900 -52.4% 
Parkland Road to Pleasant Valley Road 18,102 12,550 29,200 -52.4% 
Pleasant Valley Road to Hillside Road 18,917 13,450 | 31,800 -47.8% 
Hillside Road to Hemlock Road 17,969 12,650 40,700 -46.1% 
Hemlock Road to Selig Road 17,969 12,650 44,600 -46.1% 
Selig Road to Sunset Avenue 22,538 12,250 | 46,400 -45.7% 
Sunset Avenue to Chestnut Road 22,538 12,250 | 35,800 -45.7% 
Chestnut Road to Rockside Road 23,892 16,550 | 31,300 -36.2% 
Rockside Road to Longano Road 24,007 13,250 34,700 -30.1% 
Longano Road to Old Brecksville Road 26,145 12,750 42,700 -26.1% 
Old Brecksville Road to SR 17 (Granger Road) 26,145 12,750 28,000 -26.1% 
Granger Road (SR 17) to East 71st Street 18,994 5,650 | 24,200 -33.9% 
East 71st to I-77 16,911 . 5,850 27,000 -3.3% 


° 



































Expressway 
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1-480 to Spring Road 26,800 80,000 
Spring Road to Denison 28,900 80,000 
Denison to Jennings Road 34,200 80,000 
Jennings Road to I-71 36,900 80,000 















































3/14/02 
PARSONS 3 of 3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M3 (H8 Improvements) M3 Table MBC 3-14-02.xls 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR eet a alltel tas 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 

SCATS 1996 


Level of Service (LOS) Legend 
Expressway 
A-C 0-1.0 
D 1.01 - 1.18 
E 1.19- 1.24 
3 1.25 + 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist VIC 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name _|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity _| V/C Ratio | M4 and H1 | M4 minus Hi 
71 JUS 42 to SR 176 81,490 86,100 86,400 1.00 86,100 86,400 1.00 0.0% 0 
I-71 __|SR176 to I-90 71,410 | 89,100 61,700 1.44 87,900 93,300 0.94 -34.8% 31600 
a ee | a 
End of AMATS to SR 21 34,500 0.70 37,200 37,200 48,900 49,400 0.99 48,700 49,400 0.99 0 
SR 21 (Expressway) to Cleveland Massillon Road 42,550 0.86 46,200 38,600 66,500 49,400 1.35 65,900 74,000 0.89 24600 
Cleveland Massillon Road to Barber Road 48,950 0.99 49,300 47,800 71,300 49,400 1.44 72,800 74,000 0.98 24600 
Barber Road to State Street 54,050 1.09 53,900 48,900 78,000 49,400 1.58 80,200 74,000 1.08 24600 
State Street to SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) 49,400 1.00 48,900 44,400 73,000 49,400 1.48 73,700 74,000 1.00 24600 
SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) to |-277 54,000 1.09 57,200 60,600 65,000 49,400 1.32 64,100 74,000 0.87 24600 
1-277 to Kenmore Blvd. 45,000 0.91 54,900 61,900 40,300 49,400 0.82 41,300 53,300 0.77 3900 
Kenmore Blvd. To Battles Avenue 45,000 0.91 55,400 65,800 39,200 49,400 0.79 40,200 53,300 0.75 3900 
Battles Avenue to I-77 49,050 58,400 70,300 40,500 49,400 41,700 53,300 
Section Same as I-77 






















































































SR 30 to 6th Street 59,680 59,680 90,800 74,000 92,200 80,000 
6th Street to SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) 65,040 65,040 94,200 74,000 95,900 80,000 
SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) to 13th Street N.W. 74,200 69,140 99,400 74,000 101,400 80,000 
13th Street N.W. to SR 687 (Fulton Drive) 81,870 81,870 111,400 98,700 113,900 80,000 
SR 687(Fulton Drive) to US 62 74,690 74,690 99,100 74,000 101,000 80,000 
US 62 to Belden Village Road 76,060 76,060 90,200 74,000 90,900 80,000 
Belden Village Road to Whipple/Everhard Road 57,050 67,790 71,700 74,000 72,400 77,000 
Whipple/Everhard Road to Portage Road 57,790 60,240 95,500 74,000 96,500 80,000 
C-228 (Portage Road) to North of Wayview Street 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,700 80,000 
North of Wayview Street to Shuffel Drive 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,700 80,000 
Shuffel Drive to North of Mount Pleasant Street 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
Mount Pleasant Street to End of SCATS 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
End of AMATS to Airport Road 60,250 51,100 49,100 91,400 74,000 91,200 80,000 
Airport Road to SR 241 64,200 48,900 52,500 94,100 74,000 93,900 80,000 
SR 241 to Arlington Road 76,250 61,700 70,500 106,200 74,000 122,000 106,600 
Arlington Road to |-277 85,850 72,400 85,900 102,300 74,000 128,000 106,600 
1-277 to Waterloo 105,100 71,900 82,700 97,800 74,000 130,200 | 106,600 
Waterloo Road to SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) 105,100 79,500 90,900 106,300 74,000 139,300 | 106,600 
SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) to Archwood Avenue 109,450 82,400 93,700 107,100 74,000 139,500 | 106,600 
Archwood Avenue to I-76 120,050 90,800 102,300 115,300 98,700 148,400 | 133,300 
|-76 to Grant Street 109,950 91,300 97,500 114,100 98,700 135,900 | 133,300 
Grant Street to Bellows Street 112,100 96,600 85,900 117,800 98,700 142,400 | 133,300 
Bellows Street to Broadway/Main Street 112,100 86,600 92,400 110,200 98,700 136,700 | 133,300 
Broadway/Main Street to Russell 106,200 96,700 100,200 115,900 86,400 144,000 | 133,300 
Russell to SR 59 106,200 92,100 87,600 107,400 74,000 137,200 | 133,300 
SR 59 to East Avenue 119,400 102,300 J 103,200 127,200 98,700 152,300 | 133,300 
East Avenue to I-76 split 104,550 91,800 90,000 93,200 74,000 115,700 | 133,300 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) 90,000 87,600 81,800 98,800 74,000 120,800 | 133,300 
SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) to SR 162 (Copley Road) 82,750 83,400 68,900 95,600 74,000 118,900 | 106,600 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to White Pond Drive 77,400 78,900 63,800 88,100 49,400 115,900 | 106,600 
White Pond Drive to Miller Avenue 76,850 76,400 57,600 87,900 49,400 114,200 | 106,600 
Miller Avenue to Ridgewood Road 76,850 55,500 43,000 64,700 49,400 86,200 | 106,600 
Ridgewood Road to Cleveland Massillon Road 63,800 59,900 47,500 70,800 49,400 93,500 80,000 
Cleveland Massillon Road to SR 21 merge 52,650 47,600 38,600 52,300 49,400 66,900 80,000 
SR 21 to SR 18 74,800 59,800 64,400 88,000 74,000 95,500 80,000 
SR 18 to Ghent Road 49,150 40,500 50,500 65,100 74,000 68,700 80,000 
Ghent Road to SR 176 (Wheatly Road) 49,350 40,500 49,400 70,300 49,400 73,400 66,600 
SR 176 (Wheatly Road) to |-271 54,150 43,900 59,400 66,400 49,400 65,900 53,300 
1-271 to SR 21 47,900 37,100 38,600 63,400 49,400 62,300 53,300 
SR 21 to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,100 23,300 39,100 42,500 49,400 42,100 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to End of AMATS 39,100 32,300 39,100 46,700 49,400 46,500 53,300 
End of NOACA model to Miller Road 39,576 64,850 49,400 64,650 74,000 
Miller Road to SR 82 (Royalton Road) 50,460 43,350 75,150 49,400 78,150 77,000 
SR 82 to Wallings Road 58,603 54,730 78,050 49,400 99,550 77,000 
Wallings Road to Pleasant Valley Road 65,110 67,340 82,650 49,400 107,850 74,000 
Pleasant Valley Road to Rockside Road 76,262 80,900 96,650 74,000 88,250 74,000 
Rockside Road to |-480 54,039 38,630 75,950 61,700 67,150 61,700 
|-480 to SR 21 (Brecksville Road) 75,008 109,260 95,450 74,000 77,750 74,000 
SR 21 (Brecksville Road) to Grant Avenue 91,918 126,170 101,500 74,000 83,700 74,000 
Grant Avenue to Harvard Avenue 82,601 115,290 94,500 74,000 55,500 74,000 
Harvard Avenue to Fleet Avenue 81,495 110,570 92,800 74,000 81,400 74,000 
Fleet Avenue to Pershing Avenue 93,808 102,500 74,000 91,100 74,000 
Pershing Avenue to SR 14 (Broadway) 90,213 111,450 100,500 74,000 88,400 74,000 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-490 89,861 108,270 96,500 74,000 85,700 74,000 
|-490 to US 422 (Woodland Avenue) 75,720 87,250 86,600 74,000 66,300 74,000 
US 422 (Woodland Avenue) to East 14th/22nd 61,091 85,460 68,600 74,000 53,600 74,000 
East 14th/22nd to I-90 9,510 E 19,800 24,700 E 19,100 24,700 






























































































































































































































































































































































I-77 to SR 21 34,500 #N/A 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 21 to 1-271 31,100 79,800 79,800 #DIV/0! 
1-271 toSR8 32,900 #N/A 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 8 to |-480 26,350 k 25,500 74,000 i 74,000 ; 0.9% 
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BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M4 (H8 Improvements) M4 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR ee eae 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed M4 (H-8 Improvements) 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name _|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio | M4 and H1 | M4 minus H1 

I-71 to Fairfield Avenue 123,610 113,900 98,700 

Fairfield Avenue to Broadway Avenue 134,660 119,300 98,700 

Broadway Avenue to Ontario Street 112,990 105,200 98,700 

Ontario Street to East 9th Street 90,020 86,100 74,000 

East 9th Street to I-77 127,160 74,400 74,000 

I-77 to East 22nd Street 112,970 93,800 74,000 

East 22nd Street to Carnegie Avenue 104,260 93,300 74,000 

Carnegie Avenue to Prospect Avenue 107,510 88,300 74,000 

Prospect Avenue to US 322 (Chester Avenue) 98,510 85,300 74,000 


















































I-77 to SR 303 

SR 303 to Ohio Turnpike 

Ohio Turnpike to SR 8 

SR 8 (Akron-Cleveland Road) to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 
SR 82 (Aurora Road) to End of AMATS 

|-480/I-271 merge to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 

SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Forbes Road 

Forbes Road to |-480/I-271 Split 

|-480/l-271 Split to Rockside Road 













































































I-76 to Waterloo Road 0.93 
Waterloo Road to SR 93 (Manchester Road) 0.79 
SR 93 (Manchester Road) to Main Street 0.99 
Main Street to I-77 5 0.93 


i} 
SR 94 (State Road) to SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) A 101,800 98,700 1.03 0.5% 
SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) to SR 17(Brookpark Road} 41,000 74,100 0.55 -17.0% 
SR 17 (Brookpark Road) to I-77 93,400 98,700 0.95 i -11.4% 
|-77 to Transportation Blvd. 1.14 121,000 98,700 1.23 0.5% 
‘Transportation Blvd. to SR 17 (Granger Road) 1.03 112,800 98,700 1.14 1.2% 
SR 17 (Granger Road) to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 0.91 103,800 98,700 1.05 1.6% 
31,800 







































































111,000 98,700 1.42 0.6% 
126,400 98,700 1.28 -0.6% 
117,300 98,700 1.19 -0.7% 
34,200 49,400 0.69 6.8% 
48,700 49,400 0.99 2.8% 
54,500 49,400 1.10 11.7% 
#DIV/0! 
67,800 49,400 1.37 0.1% 


SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Lee Road 0.93 
Lee Road to Warrensville Road 1.01 
Warrensville Road to SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) 0.82 
SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) to Frontage Road 0.49 
Frontage Road to Rockside Road 0.79 
Rockside Road to |-480/l-271 Merge 0.88 
Section Same as 1-271 #DIV/0! 
End of AMATS to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 0.83 




































































| 
I-71 to West 7th Street 
West 7th Street to SR 14 (Broadway) 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-77 i 
|-77 to East 55th Street : 
= — | 


I-76 to Carroll Street 74,000 106,600 
Carroll Street to Buchtel Avenue 74,000 106,600 
Buchtel Avenue to SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) 74,000 106,600 
SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) to Glenwood Avenue 74,000 106,600 
Glenwood Avenue to SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) 74,000 106,600 
SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) to Gorge Blvd. 74,000 106,600 
Gorge Blvd. to Howe Road 74,000 106,600 
Howe Road to Broad Blvd. 74,000 106,600 
Broad Blvd. to Portage Trail 74,000 106,600 
Portage Trail to Front Street 74,000 106,600 
Front Street to 2nd Street 74,000 93,300 
2nd Street to Hudson Drive 74,000 80,000 
Hudson Drive to Graham Road i 74,000 80,000 
Graham Road to Steels Corner Road ; 74,000 80,000 
Steels Corner Road to Seasons Road A 74,000 K 80,000 
Seasons Road to SR 303 A 74,000 80,000 
SR 303 to Boston Mills Road 39,700 53,300 
Boston Mills Road to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,700 53,300 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to Hines Hill Road 39,700 53,300 
Hines Hill Road to Twinsburg Road 4 49,400 53,300 
‘Twinsburg Road to I-271 i 49,400 53,300 

















































































































































































































Fair Oaks Road to Oakleaf Road E 21,300} 21,100 19,700} 21,100 
Oakleaf Road to Forbes Road 24,700 19,300 21,500] 19,300 
Forbes Road to Henry Street 22,100 12,800 21,000 12,800 
Henry Street to William Street 20,500 10,400 19,100} 10,400 
William Street to Pinecrest Drive 15,900 13,100 14,300 | 13,100 
Pinecrest Drive to Taylor Street E 23,200} 35,500 21,300] 35,500 
‘Taylor Street to Egbert Road/Union Street A 23,800 | 23,000 22,300 | 23,000 
Egbert Road/Union Street to Powers Road 5 33,400 | 29,600 31,700 | 29,600 
Powers Road to Grace Street 34,000 16,800 32,700 | 16,800 
Grace Street to Grand Blvd. 21,800} 29,400 20,500 | 29,400 
Grand Blvd. To Rockside Road A 24,300 | 30,000 22,500 | 30,000 
Rockside Road to Flora Drive A 25,500 | 34,500 22,700] 34,500 
Flora Drive to Lafayette/Clement Street E 19,800} 39,900 17,100 | 39,900 
Lafayette/Clement Street to Lee Road 5 20,400} 25,800 A 18,000 | 25,800 
Lee Road to Maple Heights Blvd. 17,000} 29,500 i 14,600 | 29,500 
Maple Heights Blvd. To SR 17 (Libby Road) 17,150 22,400 18,400 19,500 | 18,400 
SR 17 (Libby Road) to Greenhurst Drive 22,400} 29,200 19,300 | 29,200 
Greenhurst Drive to McCraken Road 5 18,700} 34,900 15,500 | 34,900 
McCraken Road to |-480 16,780 19,000 12,800 16,800 | 12,800 





























































































































3/14/02 
PARSONS 2 0f3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M4 (H8 Improvements) M4 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATE ion 1600 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed M4 (H-8 Improvements) 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 


Name |(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity | V/C Ratio | M4and H1 | M4 minus H1 


US 30 to Indian River Road E 17,540 49,400 i 49,400 é 0.5% 
Indian River Road to SR 241 (Oberlin Road) 3 49,400 4 49,400 E 0.5% 
SR 241 (Oberlin Road) to Erie Street # 14,980 49,400 i 49,400 E 0.5% 
Erie Street to Walnut Road E 49,400 : 49,400 E 0.8% 
‘Walnut Road to Tremont Avenue f 15,650 49,400 E 49,400 5 0.7% 
‘Tremont Avenue to Lincoln Way ; 15,650 49,400 5 49,400 F 0.5% 
Lincoln Way to Cherry Road R 14,520 49,400 i 49,400 fe 0.5% 
Cherry Road to Lake Avenue R 12,230 49,400 ; 49,400 0.6% 
Lake Avenue to Forty Corners Street 8,260 53,200 : 53,200 0.5% 
Forty Corners Street to Butterbridge Road 53,200 i 53,200 F 0.5% 
Butterbridge Road to SR 93 ; 53,200 E 53,200 f 0.6% 
SR 93 to Arcadia Street R 10,850 53,200 F 53,200 F 0.6% 
Arcadia Street to Marshallville Street B 53,200 E 53,200 F 0.6% 
Marshallville Street to End of SCATS R 53,200 k 53,200 F 0.0% 
End of AMATS to SR 585 (Wooster Road) 15,700 30,100 E 30,100 i -2.8% 
SR 585 (Wooster Road) to I-76 21,200 49,400 E 49,400 E -1.0% 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wadworth Road) k 19,600 49,400 5 49,400 i -19.2% 
SR 261 (Wadsworth Road) to Minor Road 21,500 46,400 46,400 E -10.7% 
Minor Road to SR 162 (Copley Road) i 21,500 47,900 47,900 i -8.2% 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to I-77 ; 21,400 49,400 49,400 A -7.1% 
Same Section as 1-77 
I-77 to Ohio Turnpike 4,400 14,700 14,700 #DIV/0! 
Snowville Road to Miller Road 19,243 34,600 y 34,600 -7.9% 
Miller Road to Parkview Drive 7,481 7,850 34,800 ; 34,800 -14.6% 
Parkview Drive to Oakes Road 10,537 46,000 ye 46,000 -19.5% 
Oakes Road to Cranbrook Drive 12,946 R 39,900 ; 39,900 fl -17.5% 
Cranbrook Drive to SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) J 17,175 F 32,900 , 32,900 ; -17.7% 
SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) to Stadium Drive 13,437 30,100 E 30,100 F -57.1% 
Stadium Drive Mill Road 13,437 33,800 33,800 E -57.1% 
Mill Road to Whitewood Road 9,988 39,900 39,900 -65.0% 
Whitewood Road to Fitzwater Road 9,988 35,500 i 35,500 -65.0% 
Fitzwater Road to Wallings Road 18,011 43,900 i 43,900 F -52.5% 
Wallings Road to Sprague Road 17,574 35,100 % 35,100 y -56.2% 
Sprague Road to Brookside Road 19,074 4 29,800 i 29,800 h -41.5% 
Brookside Road to Parkland Road 18,102 A 31,900 i 31,900 F -47 8% 
Parkland Road to Pleasant Valley Road 18,102 i 29,200 5 29,200 -47 8% 
Pleasant Valley Road to Hillside Road 18,917 A 31,800 . 31,800 -45.4% 
Hillside Road to Hemlock Road 17,969 R 40,700 40,700 -43.9% 
Hemlock Road to Selig Road 17,969 44,600 44,600 R -43.9% 
Selig Road to Sunset Avenue 22,538 46,400 ; 46,400 -43.9% 
Sunset Avenue to Chestnut Road 22,538 A 35,800 i 35,800 -43.9% 
Chestnut Road to Rockside Road 23,892 31,300 R 31,300 R -34.7% 
Rockside Road to Longano Road 24,007 13,510 34,700 t 34,700 y -29.0% 
Longano Road to Old Brecksville Road 26,145 42,700 5 42,700 f -25.5% 
Old Brecksville Road to SR 17 (Granger Road) 26,145 28,000 K 28,000 K -25.5% 
Granger Road (SR 17) to East 71st Street 18,994 16,620 24,200 ; 24,200 -31.6% 
East 71st to I-77 16,911 16,910 27,000 E 27,000 0.0% 
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|-480 to Spring Road 50,260 37,900 74,000 27,100 80,000 
Spring Road to Denison 50,530 40,400 74,000 29,300 80,000 
Denison to Jennings Road 50,230 37,900 37,000 34,700 80,000 
Jennings Road to I-71 56,850 44,200 74,000 37,100 80,000 


















































3/14/02 
PARSONS 3 of 3 


BRINCKERHOFF Alternative M4 (H8 Improvements) M4 Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 





APPENDIX |: Results of Transit Analysis 
for Third Round Alternatives 


1. Mode Choice Summary Tables 


2. Commuter Rail Ridership (Production / Attraction Tables) 
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CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 


























M1 H7 Highway Expansion Package, No Major Transit Improvements 
Shared 
Ride-3 or 
Drive Shared Ride. More Express Rail Commuter Non- 
Alone 2 Persons Persons Car Pool Walk Bike Local Bus Bus Transit Rail Auto Motorized Transit TOTAL 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 693,820 64,989 9,655 25,273 3,656 25,907 11,238 11,820 0 768,463 28,929 48,965 846,357 
Peak, Home-Based Other 433,936 322,362 249,678 74,725 6,338 3,173 392 1,254 0 1,005,975 81,063 4,819 1,091,858 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,954 26,814 4,770 12,840 0 2,377 236 868 0 187,537 12,840 3,481 203,858 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 160,031 135,505 107,478 6,145 11,248 1,399 72 558 0 403,013 17,393 2,030 422,436 
Peak School 63,663 152,381 186,599 61,709 7,088 5,195 794 1,474 0 402,643 68,797 7,463 478,904 
Peak University 21,954 10,223 4,374 943 1,383 435 149 125 0 36,551 2,325 709 39,585 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,593 44,087 10,893 22,220 3,027 26,712 5,346 3,971 0 385,573 25,246 36,028 446,847 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other] 1,079,927 804,472 621,546 191,556 15,830 14,210 1,508 851 0 2,505,945 207,386 16,569 2,729,900 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,524 74,967 30,791 75,852 Fare 6,540 314 508 0 489,281 83,629 7,363 580,272 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 524,920 496,026 386,894 27,555 62,210 0 148 137 0 1,407,840 89,765 284 1,497,890 
Off-Peak, School 67,971 80,792 127,180 88,037 8,828 7,575 932 486 0 275,943 96,865 8,993 381,800 
Off-Peak, University 31,488 7,499 2,009 550 457 255 37 35 0 40,996 1,007 327 42,330 
AMATS Home-Based Work 533,818 37,581 22,559 6,733 217 0 593,958 0 6,950 600,908 
Home-Based Other 421,478 415,412 368,394 10,016 26 0 1,205,283 0 10,041 1,215,325 
Non-Home Based 444,379 155,972 280,464 1,118 1 0 880,815 0 1,119 881,935 
SCATS Home-Based Work 203,239 18,743 2,083 3,661 555. 0 224,065 0 4,216 228,282 
Home-Based Other 384,329 203,454 22,617 1,918 2 0 610,399 0 1,920 612,320 
Non-Home-Based 402,148 154,146 15,660 189 3 0 571,954 0 192 572,146 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 285,329 18,439 6,226 2,937 336 0 312,931 0 336 313,267 
Peak, Home-Based Other 61,862 82,887 52,274 8,753 318 0 205,776 0 318 206,094 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 150,242 9,709 3,278 1,649 49 0 164,878 0 49 164,927 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 119,108 158,825 100,155 17,940 168 0 396,028 0 168 396,197 
TOTAL] 6,953,711 3,475,283 2,615,575 31,279 587,404 127,840 117,414 22,839 22,087 0} 13,075,848 715,245 162,340 13,953,432 
NOACA TOTAL] 3,947,779 2,220,117 1,741,864 0 587,404 127,840 93,779 21,165 22,087 0 7,909,760 715,245 137,030 8,762,035 
AMATS TOTAL] 1,399,675 608,965 671,417 0 0 0 17,867 244 0 0 2,680,056 0 18,111 2,698,167 
SCATS TOTAL 989,717 376,342 40,360 0 0 0 5,768 560 0 0 1,406,418 0 6,329 1,412,747 
IR TOTAL 616,541 269,859 161,934 31,279 0 0 0 871 0 0 1,079,613 0 871 1,080,484 
13,076 715 162 13,953 


3/22/02 M1 mode choice summary TJ R 3-19-02.xIs 





CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 


M2 H7 Highway Expansion Package, Commuter Rail Canton-Cleveland via Hudson, Feeder Bus, I-77 Corridor Express Bus System Expansion 





























Shared 
Ride-3 or 
Drive Shared Ride. More Express Rail Commuter Non- 
Alone 2 Persons Persons Car Pool Walk Bike Local Bus Bus Transit Rail Auto Motorized Transit TOTAL 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 692,928 64,876 9,626 25,315 3,638 25,584 11,035 11,631 1,724 767,430 28,953 49,974 846,357 
Peak, Home-Based Other 434,053 322,480 249,801 74,537 6,389 3,168 385 1,243 0 1,006,333 80,926 4,797 1,092,056 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,866 26,839 4,778 12,890 0 2,371 233 883 0 187,482 12,890 3,487 203,858 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 159,950 135,317 107,222 6,148 11,771 1,396 71 561 0 402,489 17,918 2,028 422,436 
Peak School 63,617 152,316 186,612 61,687 7,192 5,190 784 1,456 0 402,545 68,880 7,430 478,854 
Peak University 21,930 10,225 4,387 952 1,376 431 151 126 0 36,541 2,328 708 39,577 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,511 44,094 10,904 22,276 3,029 26,572 5,280 3,961 220 385,509 25,305 36,033 446,847 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other] 1,079,983 804,621 621,715 191,124 15,888 14,075 1,473 846 0 2,506,319 207,012 16,393 2,729,725 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,267 75,043 30,825 75,981 7,809 6,534 302 512 0 489,134 83,790 7,348 580,272 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 524,567 495,350 386,151 27,597 63,946 0 145 134 0 1,406,067 91,543 279 1,497,889 
Off-Peak, School 67,963 80,813 127,293 87,918 8,917 7,540 905 487 0 276,070 96,835 8,932 381,836 
Off-Peak, University 31,481 7,503 2,014 556 456 261 af 35 0 40,998 1,013 333 42,344 
AMATS Home-Based Work 533,056 37,518 22,507 6,693 291 843 593,081 0 7,827 600,907 
Home-Based Other 421,408 415,378 368,394 10,140 4 0 1,205,180 0 10,144 1,215,325 
Non-Home Based 444,273 155,954 280,587 1,120 0 0 880,815 0 1,120 881,935 
SCATS Home-Based Work 203,015 18,717 2,080 3,641 635 194 223,811 0 4,470 228,281 
Home-Based Other 384,339 203,454 22,616 1,908 3 0 610,409 0 1,911 612,320 
Non-Home-Based 402,174 154,128 15,655 185 4 0 571,956 0 189 572,146 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 284,581 18,394 6,212 2,904 178 997 312,091 0 1,175 313,267 
Peak, Home-Based Other 61,734 82,415 51,972 8,681 179 1,112 204,802 0 1,291 206,094 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 149,931 9,690 3,273 1,642 6 384 164,536 0 391 164,927 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 118,960 158,276 99,804 17,827 27 1,304 394,866 0 1,331 396,197 
TOTAL] 6,949,587 3,473,398 2,614,425 31,055 586,982 130,410 116,807 22,129 21,875 6,780] 13,068,464 717,392 167,590 13,953,446 
NOACA TOTAL] 3,946,117 2,219,475 = 1,741,325 0 586,982 130,410 93,121 20,801 21,875 1,944 7,906,917 717,392 137,741 8,762,050 
AMATS TOTAL] 1,398,737 608,850 671,488 0 0 0 17,952 295 0 843 2,679,076 0 19,091 2,698,167 
SCATS TOTAL 989,527 376,298 40,351 0 0 0 5,734 642 0 194 1,406,176 0 6,570 1,412,746 
IR TOTAL 615,206 268,775 161,260 31,055 0 0 0 390 0 3,798 1,076,295 0 4,188 1,080,483 
160,811 
161 
13,068 717 168 13,953 
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CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 
M3 H8 Highway Expansion Package, I-77 and SR 8 Corridor Express Bus System Expansion 























Shared 
Ride-3 or 
Drive Shared Ride. More Express Rail Commuter Non- 
Alone 2 Persons Persons Car Pool Walk Bike Local Bus Bus Transit Rail Auto Motorized Transit TOTAL 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 693,983 65,043 9,672 25,270 3,676 25,896 10,987 11,830 0 768,698 28,946 48,713 846,357 
Peak, Home-Based Other 434,074 322,415 249,684 74,511 6,395 3,171 370 1,246 0 1,006,174 80,905 4,787 1,091,866 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,954 26,803 4,770 12,859 0 2,365 227 881 0 187,527 12,859 3,473 203,859 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 160,145 135,489 107,312 6,139 11,323 1,396 67 564 0 402,947 17,462 2,027 422,436 
Peak School 63,727 152,408 186,500 61,669 7,236 5,191 756 1,465 0 402,634 68,905 7,412 478,952 
Peak University 21,932 10,229 4,391 949 1,378 432 149 126 0 36,552 2,327 708 39,587 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,756 44,144 10,918 22,227 3,038 26,679 5,102 3,984 0 385,817 25,265 35,765 446,847 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other] 1,080,352 804,729 621,670 191,054 15,919 14,107 1,390 849 0 2,506,751 206,973 16,346 2,730,071 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,603 74,914 30,757 75,893 7,786 6,521 287 511 0 489,274 83,679 7,319 580,272 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 525,214 496,073 386,610 27,542 62,182 0 134 136 0 1,407,897 89,723 269 1,497,889 
Off-Peak, School 68,079 80,846 127,168 87,955 8,987 7,551 815 489 0 276,093 96,942 8,856 381,891 
Off-Peak, University 31,472 7,510 2,018 554 456 260 36 35 0 41,000 1,010 331 42,342 
AMATS Home-Based Work 533,222 37,549 22,547 0 0 6,650 939 0 0 593,318 0 7,589 600,907 
Home-Based Other 421,395 415,384 368,418 0 0 10,023 105 0 0 1,205,197 0 10,128 1,215,325 
Non-Home Based 444,251 155,969 280,592 0 0 1,108 16 0 0 880,811 0 1,123 881,935 
SCATS Home-Based Work 203,190 18,731 2,081 0 0 3,675 604 0 0 224,002 0 4,279 228,282 
Home-Based Other 384,371 203,424 22,609 0 0 1,912 3 0 0 610,405 0 1,915 612,320 
Non-Home-Based 402,310 154,026 15,621 0 0 186 3 0 0 571,957 0 189 572,146 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 285,260 18,435 6,225 2,938 409 0 0 312,858 0 409 313,267 
Peak, Home-Based Other 61,855 82,860 52,257 8,739 383 0 0 205,711 0 383 206,094 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 150,192 9,706 3,277 1,647 104 0 0 164,822 0 104 164,927 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 119,088 158,750 100,107 17,898 354 0 0 395,843 0 354 396,197 
TOTAL] 6,954,424 3,475,435 2,615,206 31,222 586,621 128,375 117,123 23,241 22,117 0} 13,076,287 714,995 162,481 13,953,764 
NOACA TOTAL] 3,949,291 2,220,602 = 1,741,471 0 586,621 128,375 93,569 20,321 22,117 0 7,911,364 714,995 136,007 8,762,367 
AMATS TOTAL] 1,398,868 608,901 671,557 0 0 0 17,781 1,060 0 0 2,679,326 0 18,841 2,698,166 
SCATS TOTAL 989,871 376,182 40,312 0 0 0 5,773 610 0 0 1,406,364 0 6,383 1,412,747 
IR TOTAL 616,395 269,750 161,867 31,222 0 0 0 1,251 0 0 1,079,233 0 1,251 1,080,484 
13,076 715 162 13,954 


3/22/02 M3 mode choice summary TJ R 3-19-02.xIs 





CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 





























M4 H8 Highway Expansion Package, Commuter Rail Canton-Cleveland via Hudson, Feeder Bus, I-77 Corridor Express Bus System Expansion 
Shared 
Ride-3 or 
Drive Shared Ride. More Express Rail Non- 
Alone 2Persons_ Persons Car Pool Bike Local Bus Bus Transit i Auto Motorized Transit TOTAL 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 693,012 64,898 9,629 3,636 25,581 11,010 11,619 767,538 28,896 49,922 846,357 
Peak, Home-Based Other 434,193 322,527 249,782 6,388 3,169 386 1,243 1,006,502 80,756 4,797 1,092,056 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,889 26,836 4,773 0 2,369 233 881 187,497 12,878 3,483 203,858 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 160,016 135,565 107,463 11,219 1,396 71 561 403,044 17,364 2,028 422,436 
Peak School 63,679 152,397 186,572 7,284 5,193 782 1,457 402,648 68,776 7,431 478,854 
Peak University 21,938 10,222 4,381 1,379 432 149 125 36,541 2,330 706 39,577 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,529 44,100 10,904 3,028 26,590 5,281 3,962 385,533 25,264 36,050 446,847 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other] 1,080,303 804,694 621,599 15,911 14,085 1,475 847 2,506,595 206,723 16,407 2,729,725 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,359 75,041 30,793 7,784 6,534 301 512 489,193 83,732 7,347 580,272 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 524,912 496,263 386,921 61,941 0 145 134 1,408,096 89,514 279 1,497,889 
Off-Peak, School 68,063 80,881 127,270 9,071 7,547 908 488 276,214 96,680 8,942 381,836 
Off-Peak, University 31,482 7,903 2,012 458 262 37 35 40,997 1,013 334 42,344 
AMATS Home-Based Work 533,056 37,518 22,507 593,081 0 7,827 600,907 
Home-Based Other 421,408 415,378 368,394 1,205,180 0 10,144 1,215,325 
Non-Home Based 444,273 155,954 280,587 880,815 0 1,120 881,935 
SCATS Home-Based Work 203,015 18,717 2,080 223,811 0 4,470 228,281 
Home-Based Other 384,339 203,454 22,616 610,409 0 1,911 612,320 
Non-Home-Based 402,174 154,128 15,655 571,956 0 189 572,146 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 284,590 18,395 312,102 0 1,164 313,266 
Peak, Home-Based Other 61,734 82,414 204,806 0 1,288 206,094 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 149,934 9,691 164,540 0 387 164,927 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 118,959 158,273 394,869 0 1,327 396,196 
NOACA TOTAL! 3,947,374 2,220,925 1,742,099 585,828 128,098 93,155 20,776 21,865 7,910,398 713,926 137,726 8,762,050 
AMATS TOTAL! 1,398,737 608,850 671,488 0 0 17,952 295 2,679,076 0 19,091 2,698,167 
SCATS TOTAL 989,527 376,298 40,351 0 0 5,734 642 1,406,176 0 6,570 1,412,746 
IR TOTAL 615,217 268,772 161,258 31,070 0 0 389 1,076,317 0 4,166 1,080,483 
160,809 
161 
13,072 714 168 13,953 


3/22/02 M4. mode choice summary TJ R 3-19-02.xIs 





CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 


M5 H7 Highway Expansion Package, Commuter Rail Canton-Cleveland via Kent, Feeder Bus, I-77 Corridor Express Bus System Expansion 





























Shared 
Ride-3 or 
Drive Shared Ride. More Express Rail Non- 
Alone 2Persons Persons Car Pool Walk Bike Local Bus Bus Transit i Auto Motorized Transit TOTAL 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 693,027 64,876 9,625 25,267 3,642 25,595 11,030 11,635 767,529 28,909 49,919 846,357 
Peak, Home-Based Other 434,092 322,469 249,759 74,560 6,379 3,169 386 1,243 1,006,319 80,939 4,798 1,092,056 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,863 26,839 4,774 12,897 0 2,370 233 882 187,477 12,897 3,485 203,859 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 160,060 135,469 107,356 6,147 11,875 1,396 71 561 402,885 17,523 2,028 422,436 
Peak School 63,662 152,372 186,601 61,623 7,166 5,192 783 1,458 402,634 68,789 7,432 478,854 
Peak University 21,942 10,223 4,378 948 1,379 432 150 126 36,542 2,327 708 39,577 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,550 44,091 10,899 22,237 3,031 26,585 5,281 3,962 385,541 25,268 36,038 446,847 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other] 1,080,074 804,580 621,595 191,181 15,897 14,078 1,475 846 2,506,249 207,077 16,399 2,729,724 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,238 75,002 30,800 76,079 7,808 6,533 302 511 489,039 83,887 7,346 580,272 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 524,978 495,939 386,625 27,584 62,484 0 145 134 1,407,542 90,068 279 1,497,889 
Off-Peak, School 68,012 80,839 127,277 87,899 8,874 7,542 906 488 276,128 96,773 8,935 381,836 
Off-Peak, University 31,485 7,503 2,012 553 456 261 37 35 41,000 1,010 333 42,343 
AMATS Home-Based Work 532,896 37,526 22,531 592,952 0 7,955 600,907 
Home-Based Other 421,338 415,340 368,389 1,205,066 0 10,258 1,215,325 
Non-Home Based 444,250 155,970 280,600 880,820 0 1,114 881,934 
SCATS Home-Based Work 203,015 18,717 2,080 223,811 0 4,470 228,281 
Home-Based Other 384,339 203,454 22,616 610,409 0 1,911 612,320 
Non-Home-Based 402,174 154,128 15,655 571,956 0 189 572,146 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 18,413 312,464 0 802 313,267 
Peak, Home-Based Other 82,505 204,990 0 1,104 206,094 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 9,697 164,650 0 276 164,927 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 158,420 395,166 0 1,031 396,197 
NOACA TOTAL} 3,946,982 2,220,202 1,741,700 93,152 20,798 21,881 7,908,884 715,466 137,699 8,762,050 
AMATS TOTAL! 1,398,483 608,835 671,520 0 18,138 302 2,678,838 0 19,328 2,698,166 
SCATS TOTAL 989,527 376,298 40,351 0 5,734 642 1,406,176 0 6,570 1,412,746 
IR TOTAL 615,691 269,035 161,419 31,126 0 0 395 1,077,270 0 3,213 1,080,483 
161,040 
161 
13,071 715 167 13,953 
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Alternatives M2 and M4 (Commuter Rail Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Hudson alignment) 2025 Average Daily Commuter Rail 
Productions and Attractions By Station. 
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Alternative M5 (Commuter Rail Canton-Akron-Cleveland via Hudson alignment) 2025 Average Daily Commuter Rail Productions and 


Attractions By Station. 
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APPENDIX J: Capital and Operating Cost Detail 
for Third Round Alternatives 


1. Highway Capital and Operating Costs 


2. Transit Capital and Operating Costs 
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H-7 TOTAL (CUYAHOGA COUNTY): 








TOTAL 
(Using 2000 
ODOT Cost 
Summary): 


$20,670,000 


With 25% 
Contingency 


$25,838,000 


Cost per 
Lane-Mile 


$3,629,000 


Maintanence Costs 


for Proposed 
Lanes (15 years) 


$907,800 


I-271 FROM 1-480 EAST SPLIT TO 1-480 WEST SPLIT 


Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 





$15,041,000 


$18,801,000 


$2,641,000 


$1,667,700 


I-77 FROM I-80 TO PLEASANT VALLEY RD. 


Widened from 4 to 6 Lanes 





$7,336,000 


$9,170,000 


$1,288,000 


$227,000 


I-77 FROM ROCKSIDE RD. TO 1-480 RAMP GORES 


Widened from 4 to 6 Lanes 





$52,775,000 


$65,969,000 


$9,265,000 


$1,462,000 


1-77 FROM I-480 TO SR 422 ( ORANGE AVE. ) 


Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 





$7,329,000 


$9,161,000 


$1,287,000 


$279,000 


I-77 FROM SR 422 TO E. 9 TH 


Construction of a SB Auxiliary Lane 





$5,670,000 


ITS COST 


Installation of ITS Improvements 




















$108,821,000 





$128,939,000 














$4,543,500 


H-8 Special Use Lanes TOTAL (CUYAHOGA COUNTY): 








TOTAL 
(Using 2000 
ODOT Cost 
Summary): 


$298,653,000 


With 25% 
Contingency 


$373,316,000 


Cost per 
Lane-Mile 


$4,742,000 


Maintanence Costs 


for Proposed 
Lanes (15 years) 


$10,037,000 





I-77 FROM PLEASANT VALLEY RD. TO E. 9th AVE. @ GRADE REVERSIBLE LANES 





$419,571,000 


$524,464,000 


$8,727,000 


$7,663,000 


I-77 FROM PLEASANT VALLEY RD. TO E. 9th AVE. ELEVATED LANES 

















$718,224,000 





$897,780,000 











To determine total costs for H8 - Add H7 to H8 and subtract 3-CUY, 4-CUY, and 5-CUY 





$17,700,000 
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H-7 TOTAL (SUMMIT COUNTY): 








TOTAL 

(Using 2000 Maintanence Costs 

ODOT Cost With 25% Cost per | for Proposed Lanes 

Summary): Contingency Lane-Mile (15 years ) 

$17,331,000 $21,664,000 $2,120,000 $1,303,000 I-77 From SR 241 to 1-277 Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 
$27,264,000 $34,080,000 $6,219,000 $699,000 I-77 From I-277 to ARCHWOOD AVENUE Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 
$22,003,000 $27,504,000 SHEHHHEHHH $281,000 I-77 From I-76(Split) to BROADWAY/MAIN ROAD Widened from 8 to 10 Lanes 
$22,783,000 $28,479,000 $8,844,000 $411,000 I-77 From BROADWAY/MAIN ROAD to S.R. 59 Widened from 6 to 10 Lanes 

$7,984,000 $9,980,000 $4,965,000 $256,000 I-77 From S.R. 59 to EAST AVENUE Widened from 8 to 10 Lanes 
$10,262,000 $12,828,000 $2,929,000 $558,000 I-77 From EAST AVENUE to SR 261/WOOSTER AVENUE Widened from 6 to 10 Lanes 

$6,933,000 $8,666,000 $2,889,000 $383,000 I-77 From SR 261/WOOSTER AVENUE to SR 162 Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 
$53,996,000 $67,495,000 $5,365,000 $1,604,000 SR 8 From CENTRAL INTERCHANGE (I-77/I-76/SR 8) to FRONT STREET _|Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 
$104,300,000 $104,300,000 =e ate SR 8 From SR 303 to I-271 (4-lane freeway was calculated in the TRAC AppReconstructed as a Four-Lane Freeway 
$16,732,000 $20,915,000 $2,143,000 $1,244,000 I-77 From SR 162 TO RIDGEWOOD RD. Widened from 4 to 8 Lanes 

$5,399,000 $6,749,000 $1,592,000 $541,000 I-77 From RIDGEWOOD RD. to SR 21 Widened from 4 to 6 Lanes 

$4,643,000 $5,804,000 $2,931,000 $252,000 I-77 From YELLOW CREEK BRIDGE TO REST AREA Construction of a NB Truck Lane 

$9,483,000 $11,854,000 $3,507,000 $862,000 I-271 From SR 8 TO 1-480 Widened from 4 to 6 Lanes 
$14,140,000 ITS COST Installation of ITS Improvements 















































$323,253,000 $360,318,000 $8,394,000 Grand Total = $368,712,000 








*Cost estimate already includes contingency as part of previously completed estimate. 


H-7 TOTAL (STARK COUNTY): 








TOTAL 


(Using 2000 Maintanence Costs 
ODOT Cost With 25% Cost per | for Proposed Lanes 
Summary): Contingency Lane-Mile (15 years ) 


$2,700,000 |__| |__| 1-STARK {ITS COST Installation of ITS Improvements 


$2,700,000 
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COMPARISON OF HIGHWAY ALTERNATIVE H7 VS. H8 


comparison factor | || ovate 
ight-of- 





7 
Right-of-Way Required I-480 to 1-490 (Existing = 200') 240' (200')** 300' (240')** 220' (200')** 
2025 Level of Service in peak direction (AM/PM) C/D 


Notes: 
* May require additional operational costs to reverse lanes and insure safety on a daily basis 


** Would require additional construction costs to avoid added right-of-way 


J:\21431R_CAC\tasks\Task8-Refine Alts\Costing\Highways\second revisions 9-01\summary hghwy costs9-13-01.xls - H7 vs h8 
3/22/02 
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Capital Cost Estimate 
Bus Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers 


























































































































M2/M4 M5 M3 
|-Hudson Commuter Rail '-Kent Commuter Rail '-Corridor Express 
-Bus West System -Bus West System Bus System 
FACILITIES (TRANSIT CENTERS, PARK-AND-RIDE LOTS) -Hudson-Oriented Feeder Bus -Kent-Oriented Feeder Bus Expansion 
INOACA AREA 
cc 
North Randall Transit Center Randall Park Mall $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 
|-77/Rockside Road TC |-77/Rockside Road $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
Southgate Shopping Center TC Libby Rd. at Northfield. & Warrensville $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
IBroadway-McCracken PNR Broadway Ave. & McCracken Rd. $650,000 i $0 $0 $650,000 
Broadway-I-271 PNR Broadway Ave. & |-271 $650,000 .! $0 $0 $650,000 
ISR 82-I-77 PNR I-77 & SR 82 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
Rockside Rd.-I-77 PNR Rockside Rd. & I-77 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
$10,050,000 $8,750,000 $8,750,000 $10,050,000 
AMATS AREA 
EN T_T __ i a ae | ee eee 
Aurora/Twinsburg Rail Feeder PNR 650,000 $6,500 
Kent Rail Feeder PNR 650,000 $6,500 3 
Mogadore/Tallmadge Rail Feeder PNR 650,000 $6,500 $0 
Ravenna Rail Feeder PNR 650,000 $6,500 $0 
'Sreetsboro Rail Feeder PNR 650,000 $6,500 $0 
‘Summit Mall TC. IW. Market St./Ghent Rd. x 625,000 625,000 
Rolling Acres TC Romig Rd. x ,400,000 ,400,000 
State Road Plaza TC/PNR State Rd./Portage Trail x 625,000 625,000 
‘Chapel Hill Mall TC Independence Ave./Buchholzer Blvd. x 625,000 625,000 
Eastgate/Ellet Plaza TC Canton Rd./Wedgewood Dr. x 625,000 625,000 
South Plaza TC Waterloo Rd./Brown St. x 625,000 625,000 
[Downtown Barberton TC. 2nd St./Tuscarawas Ave. Xx 500,000 500,000 
[Downtown Akron TC Main St./Cascade Plaza/Main Place Xx 700,000 700,000 
Parkwood Plaza TC IN. Portage Trail/Merriman Rd. Xx 375,000 375,000 
Graham Square TC/PNR (Graham Rd. & Hudson Dr. x 650,000 : 650,000 
Coventry Plaza TC Manchester Rd./RobinsonAve. Xx 375,000 375,000 
K-Mart/Tallmadge TC. South Ave./Eastwood Ave. Xx 375,000 375,000 
Westgate Circle TC IW. Market/Hawkins Ave. Xx 375,000 375,000 
(Graham Road and SR 8 (Graham Road and SR 8 x 325,000 : 325,000 
|-77 West of Ghent Rd. PNR I-77 West of Ghent Rd. Xx 325,000 : 325,000 
I-77 & SR 18 — NE Quadrant PNR I-77 & SR 18 — NE Quadrant x 260,000 260,000 
|-77 and Akron-Canton Airport PNR |-77 and Akron-Canton Airport Xx 130,000 i 130,000 
(Graham Rd. and Newcomer Rd. PNR Graham Rd. and Newcomer Rd. x 162,500 : 162,500 162,500 
ISR 8 & Seasons Rd. PNR ISR 8 & Seasons Rd. Xx 162,500 : 162,500 162,500 
-77 & SR 21 PNR Median of I-77 N of SR 21 Xx $2,600,000 7 $2,600,000 $2,600,000 $2,600,000 
$11,297,500 $11,710,000 $11,840,000 
SCATS AREA 
facury carn me iensences | coer | | cosnaracs | wee | ow | « 
Canton Transfer Facility Downtown Canton $1,500,000 }(4) $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 
North Canton PNR ISR 62 & 1-77 $650,000 ! $0 $0 $650,000 
Belden Village Mall PNR Everhard Rd. & I-77 $650,000 , $0 $0 $650,000 
Shuffle Drive PNR |-77 & Shuffel Drive $650,000 , $0 $0 $650,000 
$1,500,000 $1,500,000 $3,450,000 
(1) GCRTA LRP 1999 $21,547,500 $21,960,000 $25,340,000 
(2) $3,500/Space Construction Cost, $3,000 Space Acquisition Cost, NEORail Station Cost Assumptions 
(3) AMATS LRP 1999 
(4) SCATS LRP 1999 
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Total Cost Annualiz. —|CLE- ERIE- |BED-  |HUDS- |CF- 
Project per Mile Project HUDS fin 
Cost $m Rt.Mi. $m/mi_ |Cost $k LITE Term 
GRAND TOTAL COST a $55 $31 $28 $20 $38 
TOTAL ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST a $3.4 $2.3 $2.2 $1.6 $3.2 
CL. Downtown Cleveland Total Total $18.2 
Annualized __ $0.7 
CL.1 Temporary Station, existing Amtrak site (initial service only) $7.4 $90 
CL.2 NCTC Phase 1, 1-2 services, 1 island platform 33.1 $1,088 
CL.2a NCTC Phase 1, 3 services, 2 island platforms 56.4 $1,886 
CL.3 NCTC Phase 3, full development 13.1 $659 
CL.4 26th St. Yard/Shop Phase 1, initial service 10.8 $613 1 
CL.5 26th St. Yard/Shop Phase 2, two services 13.2 $613 
CL.6 26th St. Yard/Shop Phase 3, full development $0.0 $0 
CL.7 Erie-Nickel Plate Connection 33.5 $2,606 
EX. NCTC - Erie Xing Total Total 
Annualized 
EX.1 3rd track, NCTC-Kinsman 15.1 3.5 $4.29 $1,167 
EX.2 4th track, NCTC-Kinsman 18.9 3.5 $5.38 $922 
EX.3 3rd & 4th tracks, Kinsman-Erie Xing 15.2 2.6 $5.85 $1,182 
EX.4 Kinsman-Union Phase 2, Aurora+Akron $7.1 $576 
EX.5 E.55th/Euclid Station $4.9 $181 
EX.6 E.88th/Union Station $3.7 $272 
4. Erie Xing-Bedford Total Total 
Annualized 
4.1 Additional passenger track, Union/Harvard-to-Bedford $20.3 6.3 $3.22 $1,616 
4.2 Wheeling relocation, Harvard-to-White $5.3 0.9 $5.75 $266 
4.3 Grade crossing upgrades $1.7 $136 
4.4 Garfield Hts. Station $3.3 $279 
4D. Bedford - Hudson - Cuyahoga Falls Total Total 
Annualized 
4D.1 3rd track, Bedford-to-Hudson $76.2 10.3 $7.40 $5,730 
4D.1a Grade crossing upgrades, Bedford-Hudson 1.2 na. 100 1 
4D.2 Hudson flyover $23.1 1.0 $23.13 $1,660 0 
4D.3 Hudson flat junction 1.6 n.a. 127 
4D.4 Passing siding: Walton Hills 3.2 1.1 $2.90 249 0 0 
4D.5 Upgrade track, Hudson-Cuyahoga Falls $13.4 7.7 $1.74 $1,088 1 
4D.6 Grade crossing upgrades, Hudson-Cuyahoga Falls 3.2 na. 257 1 
4D.7a Passing siding: Rebuild NS Hudson siding east of interlocking 1.8 1.0 $1.81 141 1 
4D.7 Passing siding: Hudson-Darrowville 2.5 0.5 $4.95 200 0 
4D.8 Upgrade track, Cuyahoga Falls-Arlington 7.0 4.0 $1.74 565 0 
4D.8a Passing siding: Cuyahoga Falls 3.6 1.5 $2.39 291 0 
4D.9 Grade crossing upgrades, Cuyahoga Falls-Arlington 0.7 na. $59 0 
4D.10 Cuyahoga Falls terminal facilities 1.8 na. 147 
4D.10a___ Alternative CSX Project at Akron/Cuy.Falls $76.2 n.a. $5,730 
Stations 0.0 na. $0 
4D.11 Bedford-Grace St. 1.0 na. $92 1 
4D.12 Walton Hills 2.9 na. 239 
4D.13 Macedonia 4.8 na. 391 1 
4D.14 Hudson 1.6 na. 136 1 
4D.15 Silver Lake A na. $97 0 
4D.16 Cuyahoga Falls 1.6 na. 136 1 
PARSONS 3/25/02 
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Total Cost Annualiz. CLE- ERIE- BED- HUDS-_ |CF- 
Project per Mile Project HUDS fin 
Cost $m Rt.Mi. $m/mi_ |Cost $k LITE Term 
GRAND TOTAL COST a $55 $31 $28 $20 $38 
TOTAL ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST a $3.4 $2.3 $2.2 $1.6 $3.2 
4E. Bedford - Kent/Akron Total Total 
Annualized 
4E.1 Upgrade W&LE, Bedford-Kent $61.0 23.0 $2.65 $4,749 
4E.2 Passing siding extension: Glenwillow 4.2 0.7 $6.03 326 
4E.2a Passing siding: Streetsboro 7.4 1.5 $4.92 558 
4E.3 Grade crossing upgrades, W&LE 6.8 n.a. 552 
4E.4 Kent terminal facilities 5.5 na. 435 
4E.5 Upgrade Plum Jct. connection 7.3 n.a. 585 
4E.6 Upgrade former Erie ROW, Kent-Arlington $27.3 8.9 $3.06 $2,210 
4E.6a Passing siding: Tallmadge 7.8 1.5 $5.20 619 
4E.7 Grade crossing upgrades, PASC 7.5 n.a. 608 
Stations 0.0 na. $0 
4E.8a Bedford-W&LE Station 1.4 na. 119 
4E.8b Glenwillow 2.6 na. 215 
4E.9 Twinsburg 2.8 na. 237 
4E.10 Streetsboro 2.4 na. 198 
4E.11 Kent 1.6 na. 136 
4E.12 Tallmadge 1.4 na. 119 
A1. Akron Quaker Sq. via Arlington Flyover Total Total 
Annualized 
Ai.1 Arlington flyover, single track $17.6 1.2 $14.64 $1,246 0 
A1.2 4-track line, Arlington-Akron $25.1 3.4 $7.39 $1,994 0.159363 
A1.3 Canton connection (existing embankment) 4.7 0.8 $5.91 $377 
A1.4 Akron terminal facilities -- Quaker Square 7.3 n.a. $578 0.246575 
A1.5 Akron Station -- Quaker Square 5.8 n.a. $446 0.344828 
AC. Akron - Canton Total Total 
a Annualized 
1 Track upgrade 0.0 na. $0 
2 Additional track upgrade 8.7 15.0 $0.58 707 
3 Grade crossing upgrades 2.7 na. 222 
4 Passing siding: Triplett 3.6 1.0 $3.57 283 
5 Passing siding: North Canton 3.6 1.0 $3.57 283 
6 Signals (ABS) $12.3 22.2 $0.56 998 
7 Canton terminal facilities 3.3 na. 263 
Stations: 0.0 na. $0 
8 South Akron/Triplett 1.6 n.a. 136 
9 Myersville/Uniontown 1.4 na. 119 
10 Akron-Canton Airport 0.9 na. $77 
11 N. Canton 1A na. $94 
12 Football Hall of Fame 0.5 na. $38 
13 Canton-Tuscarawas 2.1 na 175 
RS. Rolling Stock Total Total _ $0.0 
Annualized $0.0 
RS1 Revenue Trainsets -- Lake West 6.0 516 
RS2 Revenue Trainsets -- West 6.0 516 
RS3 Revenue Trainsets -- Southwest 6.0 516 
RS4D Revenue Trainsets -- South-Hudson 6.0 516 5 
RS4E Revenue Trainsets -- South-Kent 6.0 516 
RSAC Revenue Trainsets -- Akron-Canton 6.0 516 
RS6 Revenue Trainsets -- East 6.0 516 
RS7 Revenue Trainsets -- Lake East 6.0 516 
Spare Trainsets 6.0 516 
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MEMORANDUM 





614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Brinckerhoff Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
216-781-7888 


To: CAC TRANS Coordinating Committee 
From: Tim Rosenberger 
Date: November 8, 2001 


Subject: REVISED DRAFT Evaluation of Kent and Hudson Commuter Rail Alignments 


The following memorandum, a revision of a memorandum distributed to the committee in 
March of 2001, updates and adds to the information presented at that time comparing the 
Kent and Hudson commuter rail alignments according to project evaluation criteria and other 
factors that differentiate the two lines. In March of 2001, the consultant team recommended 
that the Kent alignment be removed from further consideration on the basis of the data 
presented in the earlier version of this memorandum. The AMATS board at that time 
requested that the CAC MIS project continue consideration of the Kent alignment alongside 
the Hudson alignment. The second round of model results and analysis largely has been 
completed. New and additional data is now available to make this comparison. Although in 
many cases the new data differs in specifics from the earlier data, the information 
considered in its entirety confirms the earlier recommendation of the consultants that the 
Kent alignment not be analyzed further in the CAC MIS. The Kent alignment has many 
qualities that recommend it for further consideration in a different context, to serve other 
purposes. It’s utility in serving other transportation corridors and in addressing other 
transportation needs besides the performance of highway corridors in the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland travel corridor should be evaluated in another study, or as part of a larger study 
further considering the utility of commuter and regional rail in northern Ohio. However, the 
Hudson alignment is more cost effective and better addresses the needs of the corridor as 
identified in the CAC MIS purpose and need document. Therefore, the consultants again 
recommend that alternatives including the Kent alignment be removed from consideration in 
the on-going analysis of alternatives in the CAC MIS. 


Attached is an updated evaluation matrix containing data with which to compare the 
alternatives containing the Hudson alignment or Kent alignment commuter rail services. 
These alignments are now a part of the multi-modal alternatives: the Hudson alignment 
being an element of alternatives M2 and M4, and the Kent alignment being an element of 
alternative M5. The consultants recommend dropping the Kent alignment from further 
consideration for the following reasons: 


e Hudson closely parallels competing auto trips: The Hudson alignment lies nearer the 
center of the CAC corridor and more closely reflects the travel patterns of commuters in 
the corridor, and it therefore attracts more riders and performs better against the goals 
and objectives of this study. The Hudson alignment closely parallels State Routes 8 and 
91 between Akron and Bedford, which are congested roadways serving the corridor. 
The Kent alignment, by comparison, more closely parallels State Route 43 and I-480 
East. While these roadways also suffer congestion, they are peripheral to the CAC 
corridor and are not considered in the analysis of roadway congestion in the corridor. 
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Hudson Has A Slightly Higher Ridership - Both the Kent and Hudson enhanced 
service alignments were run in the second round of model runs to provide and equal 
comparison. The estimated daily ridership for the Hudson alignment is 6,780 and the 
Kent alignment is 5,770. 


Hudson Alignment Is Shorter - The Kent alignment is around 10 miles longer between 
Akron and Cleveland than the Hudson option. This will result in around 240 additional 
operating miles per day, or more than 60,000 more operating miles per year, compared 
to the Hudson alignment, at the enhanced level of service. Combined with the lower 
ridership on the Kent alignment, this results in much lower productivity per mile. The 
longer mileage and travel time between Cleveland and Akron will discourage longer, 
inter-regional trips from using rail. 


The Hudson Line Better Addresses The Canton-Akron-Cleveland Trip and the 
Purpose And Need Of The Study - The longer alignment between Akron and Cleveland 
via Kent produces a change in the production and attraction of trips. The Hudson 
alignment is more clearly a Cleveland-oriented system, producing about 3,350 trips to- 
or-from Cleveland and 1,550 trips to-or-from Akron. The Kent alignment sends about 
650 fewer trips to or from Cleveland (2,700) and about the same (around 50 fewer) to- 
or-from Akron (1,600)—this in spite of an operating schedule that favors traditional 
commuter trips to Cleveland. Trips on the Kent line tend to be shorter than on the 
Hudson line, and the Average trip length on the Kent Line (21.2 miles) is shorter than on 
the Hudson Line (22.6 miles) in spite of the Kent line being longer. While short trips can 
remove congestion from highways and provide other benefits, longer trips better address 
the purpose of the study. The Hudson alignment more strongly produces a traditional 
suburb-to-city travel pattern oriented to Cleveland than does the Kent alignment. The 
Kent alignment produces a bi-directional system with Cleveland and Akron as nearly 
equal work-trip attractions. The reduction in trips to-and-from Cleveland on the Kent 
alignment is obviously due in part to the relative inconvenience for travelers to-and-from 
Cleveland from Summit and Stark counties using the Kent alignment (this alignment 
adds ten minutes to the travel time between Akron and Cleveland, and thus adds ten 
minutes to the travel time of all trips between Canton and Akron). The lower ridership on 
the alignment overall also is due primarily to this greater inconvenience. 


Higher Capital Costs on The Hudson Line Are Offset by Higher Operating Costs on 
the Kent Line - The capital cost of upgrading the alignments on the Kent alignment is 
slightly lower than on the Hudson alignment (about $431m for the Kent alignment 
compared to $449m for the Hudson alignment), in spite of the Kent alignment’s greater 
length. However, using standard FTA annualization factors, the annualized capital costs 
of the two projects comes to less than $1 million per year ($33.3 million per year for 
Hudson versus $32.5 million for Kent). This difference is more than offset by the 
significantly higher operating costs of the Kent alignment service, which is mainly due to 
the longer alignment length between Akron and Cleveland and concommitent additional 
travel time. Operating commuter rail on the Hudson alignment would require building 
several fairly expensive bridges and embankments to support commuter rail traffic. The 
Kent alignment supports lower volumes of existing freight traffic and thus requires 
relatively less additional track, and a greater portion of the Kent alignment than the 
Hudson alignment is already owned or controlled by METRO. The Kent alignment, 
however, has a much higher estimated annual operating cost ($16.7m for Kent 
compared to $14.8m for Hudson). This is due to that alignment’s greater length and 
lower speeds on some segments. Given this difference, the Kent alignment’s capital 
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costs savings would be more than made up in additional operating costs in relatively few 
years. 


e Travel time savings are greater on the Hudson alignment then on the Kent 
alignment — The model produced data on the time savings for each of the alternatives. 
A trip from Canton to Akron with commuter rail produces a travel time savings of 50 
minutes over the no build for both the Hudson and Kent alignments, but a trip from 
Akron to Cleveland on the Hudson alignment produces a travel time savings of 17 
minutes as compared to the same trip on the Kent alignment which produces a travel 
time savings of 11 minutes. This is another factor that diminishes the Kent alignment’s 
ridership potential and its utility in serving the transportation needs of the CAC corridor. 


e Grade Crossings —There is a concern about safety of commuter rail and the number of 
grade crossing a particular route encounters. On the full length of the Kent alignment 
(Canton-Cleveland) there are 98 grade crossings, however on the Hudson alignment the 
number of grade crossings is only 65. This factor alone does not make one route safer 
than the other, but the Kent alignment has more potential for accidents due to the high 
number of grade crossings. 


e Freight Capacity — Operating commuter rail service on both the Kent and Hudson 
alignments would remove capacity from the freight rail system during peak travel 
periods. However, capacity improvements on the two lines would increase freight 
capacity during the course of the day. The increases in freight capacity on the Hudson 
alignment would, overall, create significant new freight capacity for the freight railroads 
using the region to use during the 20 or so hours of the day when high frequency 
commuter rail service would not be operating. According to analysis of freight capacity 
and commuter rail volumes, the capacity improvements necessary to operate commuter 
rail on the Hudson alignment would reduce, slightly (8%), the number of train miles per 
congested track mile on the rail system. The Kent alignment would, by a larger margin, 
increase train miles on congested track, due to the smaller increase in capacity 
represented by the Kent option. 


e The NEORail Il Tier | Recommended Line Would “Steal” trips from the Kent Line - 
It is important for the CAC Study to take into consideration the recommendations of the 
NEORail II study in reaching its decision. The recommendations of that study are critical 
input to the CAC Study decision-making process. In that study, the Hudson alignment 
was assigned to the second tier of development for a northeastern Ohio commuter rail 
system the Kent alignment was assigned to the third, or lowest priority, tier. Though the 
factors described above were considered as part of that decision, the primary reason for 
that the Kent alignment was relegated to the third tier was the proposed development of 
the Cleveland-Solon-Aurora-Mantua commuter rail line in the NEORail first tier. The 
Cleveland-Solon-Aurora-Mantua line had an estimated capital cost for development less 
than half that of either of the CAC lines, and had higher ridership relative to its length 
and costs, and thus was an obvious candidate for inclusion in the first tier of commuter 
rail development. In the scenario recommended in NEORail Il, the Cleveland-Solon- 
Aurora-Mantua line would pre-exist the development of either of the proposed CAC 
alignments. The Cleveland-Solon-Aurora-Mantua line would substantially compete with 
the Kent alignment in Portage County north of Kent and would divert ridership from the 
Kent alignment. The Hudson alignment operates some distance from the Cleveland- 
Solon-Aurora-Mantua line and would be much less effected by that line’s operation. 


e The Financial Capacity Of Potential Participating Partners Is Greater For The 
Hudson Line - Another issue facing the Kent line is financial capacity. While in the 
case of the Kent line four counties, as opposed to three, would have a stake in the 
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commuter rail line. Portage County voters recently passed a referendum on November 
6, 2001, creating a quarter-percent piggyback sales tax to provide funding for its transit 
authority, PARTA. This tax represents the first indication of local financial commitment 
to support public transit, and offers the opportunity for financial participation in the 
development of transit improvements, including commuter rail on the CAC Kent 
alignment. However, assuming the development of the Cleveland-Solon-Aurora-Mantua 
line posited in the NEORail Il study, Portage County would already be participating 
financially in the development and operation of that line, the alignment of which operates 
over a substantial distance in northern Portage County. The area served by the Solon- 
Aurora-Mantua line is the more suburban portion of Portage County and is better suited 
for commuter rail to carry work trips to Cleveland than is the CAC Kent Line. Portage 
County may be unable to meet the financial commitments represented by both lines, and 
arguably would benefit more from the Solon-Aurora-Mantua line. 


In summary, the Hudson line better serves the travel needs in the Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
corridor, and better addresses the Purpose and Need of the CAC study. The Kent 
alignment does have many strengths, including potentially serving a Portage County-to- 
Akron commuter market, addressing traffic congestion on I-76, l-480 East and SR 43, and 
upgrading rail lines for potential passenger and freight use. However, these are not issues 
to be addressed by the CAC study. Consequently it is our recommendation that the Kent 
alternative be eliminated from further consideration due to the number of advantages of the 
Hudson alignment. 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
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Attachment A 


OHIO ASSOCIATION OF RAILROAD PASSENGERS 





Statement of the Ohio Association of Railroad Passengers 
January 10, 2002 
Quirk Cultural Center 
Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio 


-OARP Background: 


The Ohio Association of Railroad Passengers (OARP) is a nonprofit, educational 
organization that was founded in 1973 to advocate for expansion of passenger rail 
services throughout Ohio, including intercity passenger rail, commuter rail, and urban 
transit services. 


Statement: 


The Ohio Association of Railroad Passengers fully supports the inclusion of commuter 
rail service from Akron to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). We believe this is a long 
overdue project that will help the region in many ways. 


Commuter rail will, over the long run, aid in mitigating congestion and would give area 
citizens more choices in how they travel about their region. It will also be a useful tool 
to help change existing development patterns and reduce the negative effects of urban 
sprawl in Northeast Ohio. The rail project will be most successful if new development is 
centered around walkable neighborhoods near stations. 


We believe it is shortsighted to only widen our existing freeways and increase our 
community's dependence on cars and foreign energy. The security, economic vitality, 
and quality of life of Northeast Ohio and the nation as a whole are at risk if we do not 
develop alternatives to auto travel. Again, the Ohio Association of Railroad 
passengers fully supports the commuter rail option in the CAS MIS. 


‘Read by Ed D'Amato on behalf of OARP 
at Cuyahoga Falls meeting 1/9/02 


“Dedicated to promoting and improving rail passenger service in and through Ohio.” 


Attachment B 


227 North Revere Road 
Akron, Ohio 44333 
October 29, 2001 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Stiperior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


{ am writing this letter for inclusion in the public hearing record as an expression of support for 
the development of commuter rail service from Canton to Akron to Cleveland via Hudson as 
recommended in the recently completed Major Investment Study (MIS). I would encourage the 
responsible public agencies in this corridor to proceed with all deliberate speed to seek the local, 
state, and federal funding required to design, build, and operate commuter rail service. 


I have been a transportation professional in northeast Ohio for over thirty years, having worked for 
both the Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study and the Metro Regional Transit 
Authority. Presently, I own my own consulting firm and continue to work on transportation issues 
across the country. 


In my view, your recently completed MIS project recommends a balance of highway improve- 
ments and development of the commuter rail corridor. Further, your study has established that 
development of this corridor will, in fact, result in better and more cost-effective transportation 
infrastructure and services than would reliance on highway improvements alone. 


The time for decisions and investment is now. Akron Metro has purchased and is protecting much 
of the rail corridor rights of way. The capital and operating costs required to develop this rail 
corridor seem to me to be a reasonable and responsible investment of public resources. Such an 
investment will result in a more balanced transportation infrastructure in the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland corridor. Further, commuters in this corridor will have an effective alternative to 
driving. Finally, development of the rail corridor will guide land development opportunities, 
strengthening transportation alternatives, improving air quality, and reducing congestion. 


-[ believe that the investment is reasonable and that the risks are minimal. I support development of 
the recommended infrastructure and the implementation of commuter rail service in this corridor. 


Very truly yours, 


ULNA. 


Charles A. Nelson 


-C: Kirt Conrad, Project Manager, Metro Regional Transit Authority 


Attachment G 
2 pages 


‘COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE STATEMENT 


At a glance, the commuter rail service appears to provide a needed 
alternative to the congested interstate highway system of this area. 
Currently, commuter rail is receiving much publicity from both newspaper 
and television. Recently, on a Cleveland TV news station, it was stated that 
construction of rail service from Akron to Cleveland promised to cost $ 171 
million as compared to the billion-dollar cost for updating the interstates in 
Northeast Ohio. The commuter rider will only be required to pay $3.00 one 
way. This concept appears to be too good to be true. That is an 
understatement. 


Parsons Brinkerhoff, the consultant for this project, no doubt, has tried to 
find the best and most economical means to formulate current and 
alternative means of mass _ transit. Following the consultant’s 
recommendations over the past three years, there have been many proposals 
and changes as to what would be the best plan. 


Originally, a number of rail routes at the cost of over a billion dollars were 
presented. Those routes included the Canton-Akron-Cleveland corridor 
estimated to cost $450 million. ThgSproposed cost and minimal ridership 
would not have been approved as originally planned. Therefore, they are 
now proposing that the corridor run from North Akron to downtown 
Cleveland. The estimated cost appears to have been significantly reduced. 
However, this will also reduce ridership. The proposed location of rail 
stations requires some means of transportation for the commuter to reach 
areas of downtown Cleveland and its suburbs. No plan has been stated to 
facilitate the commuters for these transfers, nor at what cost. This would 
definitely increase costs for the rider, and more importantly, increase the 
travel time over the current estimated one hour from Akron to Cleveland as 
stated by the consultant. 


Other vague issues for running this rail service are the start up and day-to- 
day operational costs. Where will these funds be obtained and at who’s 
expense? It has been stated that approximately 50 to 60 percent could be 
federally subsidized for startup and about the same percentage of monies 
from ridership going to operational and maintenance costs. The remainder 
of the needed funds would then have to come from the local taxpayer. The 
consultant has estimated that 1,350 round tip commuters will use the rail 
service. The Summit-Cuyahoga-Metropolitan area has approximately 


1,000,000 residents. This would mean that nearly 99% of the population of 
the area would NOT use the rail service. 


Nor does the location of this rail service serve those commuters using routes 
77 or 71. Those using route 8 and route 271 would not use this rail service 
due to the multiple transfers required to arrive at their job locations. The 
Rapid Transit service in Cleveland and possible bus routes in the suburbs 
could be costly, time consuming, and distant from job locations. Not to 
mention that some locations will not have parking facilities for the 
commuter’s vehicles. Most people do not and/or will not want to walk any 
distance to their place of work here in Northeast Ohio; especially during the 
inclement weather conditions. 


The consultant has proposed tying the commuter rail service to improving 
interstate highways and further utilization of bus services between Cleveland 
and Akron. Undoubtedly, the interstate system is taxed and any 
improvement now and in the future can only hope to maintain the current 
heavy traffic congestion that we are trying to improve. Commuter rail is not 
the answer. The consultant’s studies show that rail ridership will be low and 
will have to be subsidized by local tax increases per Akron Beacon Journal 
1/08/02. 


The consultant stated in a February 2001 newsletter that neither CSX nor 
Norfolk Southern supports this effort. All endeavors to construct and run 
this commuter rail system would have to be independent from these two 
railroad companies. The governing agency that will manage this rail 
includes METRO. This rail service could only add to the economic 
difficulties that this organization is already facing. This can only serve to 
increase costs. Factoring in the tax increases and the exorbitant costs due to 
lack of support from other rail service providers, the local economy of the 
population of this area would not support this service knowing how it is 
intended to be utilized combined with the lack of usage. 


A serious look needs to be given to this project. The idea is a good one, but 
realistically it is neither practical nor, most importantly, economical. 


‘Michael J. Patrino 
4032 Glenrich Circle 
Stow, OH 44224 


Attachment D 


CAC TRANS Phone Log ‘Dee Logan, Willowick OH and 
10 January 2002 Jack Rossbach, St. Paul MN 


“Subject: Promoting PRT (Personal Rapid Transit) 


Phone call to Genevieve Ray from Dee Logan, Willowick OH, paraphrased below: 


“J lived in Minnesota for the last dozen years, where they were talking about both 
commuter rail and light rail. Against public wishes, the Department of Transportation 
went ahead with a rail program, but what they should have done is look at PRT - 
Personal Rapid Transit. 


“We need big, major changes. I hope in 20 years we won’t have gas-powered cars. 
We need to rearrange mass transit and personalized transit. Also we need to rearrange 
communities so you don’t have to get into your car to get a loaf of bread. PRT is 
electrically powered and computer operated ... you travel 30 feet above the ground 
and you can just purchase a ticket to a definite destination. ‘ 


“Convenience, speed, cost and environment are all matters of concern to people. PRT 
holds up to a dozen or so people. Solar power used to be strange, and nobody looked 
at it, but we should be looking way into the future, at alternatives. We've paved 
paradise and we have to get rid of that way of thinking. PRT is peaceful to the 
environment and cost efficient. We need to think big, and think beyond Henry Ford. 


“The person who really knows about this is Jack Rossbach, who is in St. Paul. I will 
ask him to call you.” 


Subsequent call from Rossbach gave me his contact information -- 987 Como Place, St. 
Paul MN 55103, jack2ros@pro-ns.net. Web site is cprt.org. 

Rossbach says CPRT is an organization of interested Citizens for Personal Rapid Transit. 
Says PRT is a computerized system on an elevated guideway, 18 feet high set on posts 
placed 90” apart, guideway can also be attached to buildings, bridges. He says the system 
can handle the same traffic as 6,000 vehicles per hour. 


-Rossback says the cost is less than other modes - 20 to 30 cents per passenger mile. His 
group is now exploring “a totally green design.” 


‘He alluded to a 1974 federal law restricting the use of transportation dollars to 
“previously used, proven technologies,” and says that law has hampered development of 
PRT. 


“Notes by G.H. Ray 
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January 20, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, CAC TRANS Study 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Suite 400 Rockefeller Building 

614 W. Superior Ave. 

Cleveland, OH 44113-1306 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


I wish to express the support of the Cuyahoga Valley Association (CVA) for the proposed devel- 
opment of commuter rai! transport along the Cleveland-Akron corridor. Our position is based on 
our mission of acting as a friend of the Cuyahoga Valley National Park (CVNP). We believe that 
the commuter rail line proposed in the CAC study will benefit the park in the following ways: 


e Provide visitors with an altemative access to the park. 
¢ Improve air quality in and around the park by reducing automobile traffic. 
e Help reduce the tendency for “urban sprawi" which impacts the park at its boundaries. 


Conceming the first pomt, we hape that there will be convenient transportation modes from Ma- 
cedonia, Hudson and Cuyahoga Falls into CVNP. Not only should there be bus service but also 
bicycle facilities, such as bike lanes or bike paths as well as bike parking racks. Many park visi- 
tors bring bicycles to ride the Towpath 


On another point, one of our Directors has expressed the concern that the initial plan of stopping 
the commuter rail at Tallmadge Avenue would result in too few users and hence threaten the vi- 
ability of the service. 

The CVA is a membership organization founded originally for the purpose if establishing the 
CVNP and later supporting it. It has a membership of 1300. We are enthusiastic about the possi- 
bility of there being such rail service and hope it comes to fruition. I hope this statement of sup- 
port is useful to you. 


‘Sincerely, 


Lane, anh 


Thomas L. J 5 
Vice Presiden 


"222. Dx sinaule hio 426 0222 © 330 637-2909 
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lanuary 15, 2002 


Mr, Ned C. Mofstatier 
NOACA Board President 
1299 Superior Avenue 
Cleveland, OH 44144 


Dear Mr. Hofstetter, 


On behalf of the 655 households in St John Nepomucene Parish and on behalf of 
the 184 students in our school and thelr families, | personally register my opposition to the 
widening of 1-77 North and the taking away of our exit ramp off the present highway. 


Rather than expand the highway and add to the pollution In the City of Clevaland, | 
propose that a commuter rail syetem be installed. | suggest that you study major cities in the 
world that have effective commuter rail systems, sometimes called People Movers. These 
rail systems are safe, effective, and do not add to further traffic congestion and pollution. 


Eliminating the Fleet Avenue ramp would be disastrous for the Slavic Village 
Neighborhood and Urban Development It would. be detrimental to existing businesses and 
would also detract from businesses that may be cansidering coming to our area. 


| am also opposed fo Installing a two.lane access road next to our school and parish. 
| have safaty concems for our chikiren.. Currently, we have problems with the cars using 
Fleet Avanue. Many of them ignore the flashing 20 MPH School Zone elgns and do not 
concem themselves with the gafety of the children who are. walking to schoo! and crossing at 
the intersections. And this s only fora one-block stretch of road. | think that a two lane 
access road would just causa more problems. , 


The time has come to “think outside the box.” Rather than continue to buikd more 
highways only to continue fo tear them up and repair them every year consider thinking in 
ierma of commuter rail systema for fast, clean and efficient forms of travel. 


“would suggest a north/south Ene that'would run from Parma to Cleveland. 


“Respectfully submitted 


Fath, Rebast 
Father Robert J. Jasan 
Pastor 


ce: Congressman Dennis Kucinich 
Mayor Jane Campbell 
Council President Frank Jackson 
Councilman Joseph Cimpernan.. 
Councilman Edward Ryoka 
Bobbi Reichtell, Slavic Village Association 
Nicholas Kowalski, Slavic Village Association 
Mrs. Roswitha Wunker, Principal SJN Grade School 
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December 31, 2001 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


I am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a commuter 
rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our inter- 
regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the proposed 
commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing development patterns and 
reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been and will 
continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation planning is 
completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region develops and how 
our community looks in 2025. 


am certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign oil and 
develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older and become 
less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to all modes of public 
transportation, including commuter rail. 


We believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our community’s 
dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if we do not develop and 
invest in altemnatives to air and auto travel. The continued development of a multi-modal 
transportation system is needed for the future success of our region. We fully support concept of 
commuter as part of our region’s future. 





Peter Jv Leahy Ph.D. 
Professor, Public Administration and Urban Studies 

Professor, Sociology 

Senior Research Associate, Center for Health and Social Policy 


The University of Akron is an Equal Education and Employment Inetitution 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND.COMMUTER RAIL PROJECT 


BACKGROUND 


“In the early 1990s, Conrail decided to divest all of its assets in the Akron area. Conrail owned a 
segment of the trackage known as the “Akron Cluster.” In response, the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) commissioned the Akron Cluster Rail Study by Northwest Engineering to 
recommend a new configuration and ownership of the Conrail Akron Cluster and the Akron- 
Barberton Belt. In 1994, the Wheeling and Lake Erie Railway (W&LE) purchased the Akron 
Cluster and Akron-Barberton Belt. Two segments were slated for abandonment--the Akron 
Secondary from Cuyahoga Falls to Hudson and the Freedom Secondary from Akron to Kent--were 
purchased by METRO and tumed over to the Summit County Port Authority (SCPA) for future 
commuter rail service. Earlier this year, METRO assumed ownership of the 15 miles of right-of- 
way from the SCPA. 


At the same time, CSX was restructuring its Akron service along the Sandyville Brach line. 
Historically, the Sandyville Local ran from below Canton (Mineral City) into Cleveland. In 1983, 
CSX sold a 24-mile section from Akron to Granger Road in suburban Cleveland to the Cuyahoga 
Valley National Park (CVNP). Currently, the CVNP, through an agreement with Cuyahoga Valley 
Scenic Railway (CVSR), operates an excursion train system in the national park between 
Independence and Akron. 


In 1992, CSX sold the portion of the line from Canton to Mineral City was sold to the W&LE. 
CSX also leased the section of trackage between Canton and Aultman Road (near the Canton 
Akron Airport) to the W&LE. However, the line between Aultman Road and Krumroy Road (just 
south of Akron) in the City of Green, was slated for abandonment by CSX. At that time, the State 
of Ohio and other public agencies approached CSX about purchasing the line. 


Since that time, METRO has completed the purchased from CSX the entire Sandyville Local rail 
segment between Canton and Akron in May 2000. Upon completion of the upgrade by METRO of 
the Sandyville, the CVSR will extend excursion service to Canton from Akron. We are currently 
completing rehabilitation activities on the line. The. excursion passenger-service from Canton to 
Akron could allow the CVSR to carry additional 30,000 passengers per year. 


The W&LE obtained a right-of-way parallel to CSX’s mainline, which is not being used, 
between Akron and Cuyahoga Falls from Conrail in 1994. METRO is completing the purchase 
of this 3.5-mile segment from the W&LE. Once this piece is obtained, METRO will own an 
exclusive, rail right-of-way between Canton and Hudson. In order for commuter-rail passengers 
to complete the trip into Cleveland from Hudson, access to the Norfolk Southern (NS) between 
Cleveland and Pittsburgh is required. We have continued discussion with NS; however, a 
resolution of the current Major Investment Study (MIS) is needed before we can progress in 
negotiations with the railroad 


CAC COMMUTER RAIL PROJECT 


Before the U.S. Department of Transportation will approve a transit agency’s request to move a 
project into preliminary engineering, the project must be included in the regional Metropolitan 
Planning Organization’s (MPO) Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). In our area, the Akron 
Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (AMATS) is the MPO. Before federal transportation funds 
can be used to build any new transportation capacity, a Major Investment Study (MIS) must be 
conducted. This study is being conducted by Parsons Brinckerhoff to determine preferred 
transportation improvements to reduce traffic congestion and improve mobility in this 
transportation corridor out to the year 2025. This study is being conducted in conjunction with 
the MPOs and transit authorities in Cleveland, Akron, and Canton and the Ohio Department of 
Transportation. 


_ The geographic scope for the MIS includes key routes such as I-77 going from west of downtown 
Canton around the south and west sides of Akron and north to downtown Cleveland. A second 
major route is I-77 from downtown Canton north to Akron where it connects with State Route 8, 
proceeds north to I-271, and connects via I-480 to I-77 into downtown Cleveland. The study is 
evaluating two commuter rail alignments between Canton and Cleveland via Hudson and Kent. In 
addition, the study is looking at light rail between Richfield and Cleveland via I-77. Improvements 
could also include Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) solutions, highway capacity 
additions, and other mass transportation improvements. The study is forecasting that our 
region’s transportation system will not be functioning at an acceptable level of service by the 
2025 if no improvements are made, However, nearly $1.5 billion in freeway improvements are 
needed in order to solve the predicted traffic congestion. This would require the widening of I- 
77 through Akron to up to ten lanes and the construction of either reversible or elevated lanes in 
Cleveland. The additional widening could not be done without taking adjacent properties. Also, 
traffic would be diverted from local streets causing a negative impacted to local businesses. This 
level of increased road capacity would also put our region in non-attainment of air standards set 
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This could result in the EPA forcing businesses 
to close or imposing more stringent “E-Check” standards for personal automobiles. 


_ Alternatively the study projects that nearly $,000 people will ride train daily. A commuter rail 
system will divert nearly 700 passenger trips from any given section of the freeway system 
during peak-hour travel period. A typical highway lane is designed to carry 2,000 vehicles per 
hour. The net result is increasing the region’s transportation network by the equitant of one third 
of a lane and maintaining our regional EPA attainment status. We expect that the commuter rail 
option between Canton and Cleveland via Hudson will be part of the preferred alternative 
recommended in January 2002 by the MIS. 


We anticipate, operation of a commuter rail system will start about five years after completion of 
the MIS. The estimated capital cost to start a commuter rail system between Canton, Alon, and 
Cleveland is $200 million and the annual operating cost is about $11 million. The Federal Transit 
Administration will fund 50% of the project. The balance will be contributed by state and local 
sources. 


RECEIVED JAN 0 4 2002 
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Ms. RoseMary Covington 

Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


‘Dear Ms. Covington: 


I will not be able to attend any of CAC TRANS public meetings in early January. 
However, I would like to take this opportunity to emphasize the importance of 
several regional transportation issues that should be taken into account when 
finalizing a “preferred alternative investment strategy” for the Cleveland-Akron- 
Canton (CAC) corridor. I desire that these comments be incorporated into the 
public record as part of the CAC TRANS public meeting process. 





Because of the cost and complexity of adding additional highway capacity to I-77 
north of 1-480 in Cuyahoga County, it is imperative that priority be given to multi- 
modal transportation investments — such as ITS, an enhanced express bus/park- 
and-ride syatem, and a new commuter rail system — in the CAC Corridor to reduce 
peak-hour traffic congestion. In these times, it would be shortsighted to put total 
reliance on expanding the existing CAC Corridor highway system to serve long- 
term regional transportation needs. — 


The ITS and express bus/park-and-ride system options appear to be “no brainers” 
since these options can be implemented relatively quickly with a minimum of 
capital investment when compared to the other transportation options being 
considered. But, the commuter rail option is more complex since it has relatively 
high capital and operating costs, currently there is a paucity of dedicated federal 
and state passenger rail funding assistance and there is a lack of any recent 
operating experience with commuter rail in Northeast Ohio. This latter factor 
makes it extremely difficult to accurately “model” commuter behavior related to 
commuter rail in the CAC Corridor. 


However, given the following recent events, it would appear to be poor public policy 
to eliminate the commuter rail option as a preferred CAC Corridor option at the 

: MIS stage of the process: 

Greater Cleveland Growth Association 

“Tower City Center Increased federal focus on providing new funding sources for passenger rail 

~ 50 Public Square, Suite 200 as part of an emerging national multi-modal transportation policy. 
tl jo 44119. : at ; . 
evaland, oh 44139-2291 New attention being given by Governor Taft and the Ohio Rail Development 
(216) 621.3300 Commission to intercity (Midwest Rail Coalition) and intrastate passenger 
1 (888) $04.GROW rail opportunities. . 
FAX (216) 621-6013 Serious efforts being made by the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit 
Tne Chumaee oF Commerce Fox Grearee Cleveuin Authority to pursue a commuter rail project linking Six Flags/Solon to 





Ms. Rose Mary Covington 
January 2, 2002 
Page 2 


Cleveland (which has a shared right-of-way opportunity with the CAC 
commuter rail option north of Bedford). 


‘Recent initiatives by regional business entities to explore how passenger rail 
investments could enhance Northeast Ohio's economic competitiveness and 
quality of life. 


~The acquisition of abandoned railroad rights-of-way in Summit and Stark 
counties. 


The identification of specific opportunities for operating commuter rail 
service in Cuyahoga County, as part of the recently completed NOACA 
Northeast Ohio Commuter Rail Feasibility Study. 


Therefore, it is recommended that the Phase I Akron to Cleveland via Hudson 
commuter rail option be included in the CAC Corridor preferred alternative 
investment strategy. By so doing, the commuter rail option can be advanced to the 
preliminary engineering stage and be further evaluated before a formal “go-no go” 
decision is made in the context of emerging federal, state and regional passenger 
rail policies. 


One other CAC Corridor comment that relates to the J-480 Corridor, and more 
specifically to the Broadway/I-480 interchange. Recently, Norfolk Southern (NS) 
opened a major rail-truck intermodal freight hub directly adjacent to the 
Broadway/]-480 interchange. As this intermodal freight facility’s operations 
expand, it will greatly increase truck traffic using this interchange. Thus, it is 
imperative that the CAC Corridor preferred alternative investment strategy include 
improvements to the Broadway/I-480 interchange, and related arterial street 
enhancements, to address the corridor freight-related transportation challenge 
created by this new intermodal investment. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the regional transportation 
improvement alternatives being considered by CAC TRANS. 


Sincerely, 


Denrestth Sy 


David N. Goss 
Senior Director 
Transportation and Infrastructure 


DNG/mj 


ce: Steve Jones, NOACA 
Ken Hanson, AMATS 
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RECEIy 
January 3, 2002 ED JAN 0 4 2007 
Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Attachment H 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


| am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a commuter 
rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Research has shown that passenger commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our inter- 
regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the proposed 
commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County's existing development pattems and 
reduce urban congestion. 
When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility have been and will 
continue to be critical for ecanomic expansion and success. Since transportation planning is 
completed on a 25-year horizon, the CAC MIS will determine how our region develops and how 
our community looks in 2025 and beyond. As our region tries to attract major corporations and 
particularly high tech businesses, choices of transportation will rise as a competitive advantage if 
managed proactively. 


| am certain that both our community and our nation cannot solely depand on personal 
automobiles for our personal and business mobility needs. We need to reduce dependence on 
foreign oll and develop other mobility alternatives such as passenger rail. Additionally, as the 
baby boomers get older and become less and less able to drive, they will nead increased access 
to all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. If additional evidence is needed, 
911 events have demonstrated the effectiveness of public transit and its personnel in emergency 
situations (PATH, NYCTA, NJT, MARC, etc.). 


| believe it is short-sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our community’s 
dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation's security is at risk if we do not develop and 
invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued development of a multi-modal 
transportation system is needed for the future success of our region. | fully support the concept 
of commuter rail as part of our region's future and remain available to answer any questions you 
may have. 


Sincerely y 
oe 
lsabéile Bibet-Kalinyak 


30 Baldwin Street 
Hudson, OH 44236 
Tel: 330-655-7947 
Email: ibibetkalinyak@aol.com 
Ce: John Krum, Mayor, City of Hudson, OH 
Tom King, Community Development, City of Hudson, OH 


Ken Hanson, AMATS 
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January 3, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 W. Superior Ave., Suite 400 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 


‘Dear Ms. Covington: 


‘The Summit County Port Authority (SCPA) is in support of the development of 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). Realizing the 
importance of rail to the region for the transportation of people and goods, the SCPA has 
been instrumental in saving and maintaining the rail corridors in Summit County. In 
2001, SCPA turned over the Akron-Kent and the Akron-Hudson line to the Metropolitan 
Regional Transit Authority (METRO) to assist in the development of commuter rail 
service for the region. 


Research conducted by your company indicates that commuter rail will aid in alleviating 
congestion in the affected counties’ travel corridors and also improve air quality in the 
region. This forward-thinking approach to alleviate traffic congestion should assist in 
reducing urban sprawl and promote alternative transportation sources. In addition, 
commuter rail reduces our dependence on foreign oil. 


The Summit County Port Authority fully endorses the concept of commuter rail as a 
critical component to a multi-modal transportation system for our region. 


Ry mbor— 


Christopher J. Bumham, President & Executive Director 


Sincerely: 


cc: Kirt Conrad, METRO 


RECEIVED JAN 0 7 2n99 
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Attachment J 
- Bill Hutchison, President 
474 Delaware Ct. 
Westerville, OH 43081 
Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
Dear Ms. Covington, 1/2/02 


We are writing today to support the inclusion of the development of a commuter rail service from 
Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major 
Investment Study (CAC MIS). OARP believes this is a long overdue project which will help the 
region in many ways and should move forward. 


Commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion and is less costly to build than additional freeway 
lane capacity that would be underutilized during non-peak hours and would give regional 
commuters and travelers a new choice in how they access their daily activities. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will be a useful tool to change existing development patterns 
and reduce urban sprawl in Northeast Ohio. This is an important point: We need to start tying 
transportation decisions to better land use policies. The rail project will be more successful if new 
development is centered around walkable neighborhoods near stations. 


We believe it is shortsighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our community's 
dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’ s security and quality of life is at risk if we 
do not develop and invest in altematives to air and auto travel. The continued development of a 
multi-modal transportation system, such as the Cleveland-Akron-Canton rail project is needed for 
the future success of our region. We fully support commuter and regional rail as a means to 
address the needs of the region. 


Sincerely, 
Bill Hutchison 


PH: 614-882-1716 
Email: whh]2@juno.com 


“Dedicated to promoting and improving rail passenger service in and through Ohio.” 


COUNTY OF SUMMET 


BOARD OF 
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January 3, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, Ohio 44113 


‘Dear Ms. Covington: 


am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a commuter rail 
service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our inter-regional travel 
corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the proposed commuter rail alignment 
will re-enforce Summit County's existing development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been and will continue 
to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation planning is completed on 25-year 
horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


The majority of individuals that we serve are not able to use automobiles for their mobility needs, they will 
need increased access to all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. Additionally, as the 
baby boomers get older and become less able to drive their own cars, they may need flexible public 
transportation aptions. 


The continued development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. We fully support concept of commuter as part of our region's future. 


Sincerely, 


Roan é —_ 


Thomas L. Armstrong 
CSBMR/DD Superintendent 


“kes 


“ce: Ken Hanson, AMATS 
Kurt Conrad, Metro 


m B9E Howe Road Tallmadge, Ohio 44278-1099 3 30/634-Booo 


~CSEMA/DD is a Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation facilities (CARF) Accredited Agency 
CSBMN/DD does not discriminate in provision of services er employment because of handicap, race, calor, creed, national origin, sex, of age 
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January 5, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Attachment L 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


lam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a commuter 
rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Research has shown that passenger commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our inter- 
regional travel corridors and help improve the region's air quality. Additionally, the proposed 
commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Surnmit County's existing development patterns and 
reduce urban congestion. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility have been and will 
continue to be critical for economic expansion and success. Since transportation planning is 
completed on a 25-year horizon, the CAC MIS will determine how our region develops and how 
our community looks in 2025 and beyond. As our region tries to attract major corporations and 
particularly high tech businesses, choices of transportation will rise as a competitive advantage if 
managed proactively. 


My wife and | are certain that both our community and our nation cannot solely depend on 
personal automobiles for our personal and business mobility needs. We need to reduce 
dependence on foreign oil and develop other mobility altematives such as passenger rail. 
Additionally, as the baby boomers get older and become less and less able to drive, they will 
need increased access to all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. If additional 
evidence is needed, 911 events have demonstrated the effectiveness of public transit and its 
personnel in emergency situations (PATH, NYCTA, NJT, MARC, etc.). 


We believe it is short-sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our community’s 
dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation's security is at risk if we do not develop and 
invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued development of a multi-modal 
transportation system is needed for the future success of our region. | fully support the concept 
of commuter rail as part of our region’s future and remain available to answer any questions you 
may have. 


Sincerely, 


I KYL 


Christopher M. Kalinyak 
30 Baldwin Street 
Hudson, OH 44236 

Tet 330-655-7947 

Email: ckalinyak@aol.com 


Ce: John Krum, Mayor, City of Hudson, OH 
Tom King, Community Development, City of Hudson, OH 


Ken Hanson, AMATS 
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January 7, 2002 


Ms. Rose Mary Covington, Project Manager, CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 W. Superior Avenue, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


The purpose of this letter is to express support of the National Park Service for + 
development of commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland, via Hudson. We urge 
that this service be included in the recommendations of the Canton - Akron - Cleveland 
Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


As you are aware, the National Park Service is aggressively pursuing development of 
excursion passenger rail service in the Cuyahoga Valley National Park and within the 
Ohio & Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor. We are doing so because we believe there 
is significant potential to transport hundreds of thousands of visitors per year to various 
sites along the Corridor as an alternative to exclusive reliance on visitor transport by 
automobile. The southern leg of our excursion rail service, linking Akron and Canton, 
utilizes the same trackage that would be used for commuter service. We view shared use 
of this trackage for commuter and excursion purposes as entirely compatible. 


In the same context that it makes sense to provide visitors an alternative form of 
transportation along the Heritage Corridor, it is extremely important that our region's 
citizens have commuter rail service available to them as an alternative to sole reliance on 
automobiles. We know you are very familiar with the benefits that commuter rail would 
bring, including mitigation of congestion along the I-77/Route 8 corridor, improvements 
in air quality, and potential reductions in urban sprawl by better utilization of existing 
urban infrastructure. We also believe it makes good sense to diversify transportation 


alternatives for the consumer so that impacts from disruption of any one transportation 
mode will be dampened. 


In summary, we strongly support the development of Canton - Akron - Cleveland rail 
service and urge that the CAC MIS study reflect this position. 


vz Uf. 


John P. Debo, Jr. 
Superintendent 


‘Ce: Ken Harson 
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WILLIAM H. ENGEL 


8565 Lutz Avenue NW 
Clinton OH 44216 O 
_ Attachment 
Telephone 330-854-4466 
E-Mail: wsengel@sssnet.com 
Fax: 330-854-0182 


January 9, 2002 


CAC Study Comments 

Parsons Brinckerhoff, 

Suite 400, Rockefeller Building 
614 W. Superior Avenue 
Cleveland OH 44113 


‘Dear Parsons Brinckerhoff, 


I regret that I will be out of town and unable to attend any of the public hearings 
on the CAC Study as reported in yesterday's Akron Beacon Joumal. For the record ] 
would like to make the following comments: 


I firmly support the concept of a commuter rail line linking Cleveland, Akron, and 
Canton. The rail line should be built sooner, rather than later. 

J am concerned that your initial phase, going from E. 55th Street in Cleveland to 
Tallmadge Avenue in Akron, will be viewed by the public as going from "nowhere to 
nowhere". By not going closer to downtown Cleveland or Akron, it eliminates the 
possibility of using the system to carry people to sporting events, etc. on special or charter 
trains. That could be an important source of additional revenue outside of regularly 
scheduled trains. 

In order to entice people to abandon their automobiles, the rail line will have to 
offer a transit time very close to the time people spend driving. It would be good if the 
train cars would have facility for people to plug in lap-top computers, etc. to allow them 
to work as they ride. That amenity alone should draw many riders. 


Thank you for considering these comments. 


Very truly yours, 


Itpbeac1.wps 


RECEIVED JAN 14 2002 


January 7, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS Attachment P 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


‘Iam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


“Research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our inter- 
regional travel comdors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Iam certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all of our mobility needs. We need to develop other mobility 
altematives. Additionally, as the “baby boomers” get older, they will need increased 
access to all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


The continued development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the 
future success of our region. The undersigned fully support the concept of commuter rail 
as part of our region’s future. 





POO SIE : bi 
; Esq’ Gary Spring, Esq. 
Amie L. Bruggeman, fe, Brian J. Mpore, Esq. 


“935142, 
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Attachment Q 


CHRISTOPHER B. GRIMM, MAYOR 
City of Tallmadge 


January 11, 2002 


“Ms. RoseMary Covington 
Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave., Suite 400 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 


Ms. Covington: 


This letter offers my support to the development of a commuter rail service 
presently proposed to go from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson. Our communities 
cannot continue to depend only on personal automobiles for transportation. We 
need to reduce our dependence on foreign oil and I think it is foolish to continue to 
finance community projects that only increase dependence on automobiles and 


forcign energy. 


We need to develop alternatives to this dependency for environmental 
reasons 2s well as economic ones. I happen to believe that a commuter rail service 
will not only help alleviate congestion in our travel corridors, but perhaps most 
importantly, help improve the air quality. 


The City of Tallmadge fully supports the concept of a commuter system as 
part of our region’s future and looks forward to its development. 





ITY O TALLMADGE, OHIO 


ce: Ken Hanson, AMATS 


46 North Avenue Tallmadge, Ohio 44278 330-633-0857 FAX: 330-633-1359 -http://www.tallmadge-ohio.org 
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Attachment R 


‘January 1, 2002 


Mr. Kirt W. Conrad, Director of Planning 
Metro Regional Transit Authority 
416 Kenmore Boulevard 
Akron, OH 44301 


RE: CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Dear Mr. Conrad, 


These are follow-up comments to the public meeting I attended on the above topic in Cuyahoga 
Falls, January 9, 2002. 


T strongly support the concept of commuter rail service between Canton, Akron and Cleveland. 
I also strongly support any additional transportation enhancements that would encourage 
commuters and others to use this service, such as connections to the airport and downtown. 


‘| don not support improvements such as widening of existing highways which encourages 
wasteful single passenger vehicle use and traffic congestion and more space dedicated to fueling 
and storing vehicles. I prefer to see this funding funneled to mass transportation projects. 


nc@rely, 


David C. Whited 
1415 Brown Street 
Akron, OH 44301 
330-785-744] 
landwhited@aol.com 


RECEIVE JAN 1G 299 


227 North Revere Road 
Akron, Ohio 44333 
January 9, 2002 


Attachment S 
Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


“Dear Ms. Covington: 


I am writing this letter for inclusion in the public hearing record as an expression of support for 
the development of commuter rail service from Canton to Akron to Cleveland via Hudson as 
recommended in the recently completed Major Investment Study (MIS). I would encourage the 
responsible public agencies in this corridor to proceed with all deliberate speed to seek the local, 
state, and federal funding required to design, build, and operate commuter rail] service. 


1 have been a transportation professional in northeast Ohio for over thirty years, having worked for 
both the Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study and the Metro Regional Transit 
Authority. Presently, I own my own consulting firm and continue to work on transportation issues 
across the country. 


In my view, your recently completed MIS project recommends a balance of highway improve- 
ments and development of the commuter rail corridor. Further, your study has established that 
development of this corridor will, in fact, result in better and more cost-effective transportation 
infrastructure and services than would reliance on highway improvements alone. 


The time for decisions and investment is now. Akron Metro has purchased and is protecting much 
of the rail corridor rights of way. The capital and operating costs required to develop this rail 
corridor seem to me to be a reasonable and responsible investment of public resources. Such an 
investment will result in a more balanced transportation infrastructure in the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland corridor. Further, commuters in this corridor will have an effective alternative to 
driving. Finally, development of the rail corridor will guide land development opportunities, 
strengthening transportation alternatives, improving air quality, and reducing congestion. 


believe that the investment is reasonable and that the risks are minimal. | support development of 
the recommended infrastructure and the implementation of commuter rail service in this corridor. 


‘Very truly yours, 


DLAI GL, 


Charles A. Nelson 


-C: Kirt Conrad, Project Manager, Metro Regional Transit Authority 
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Attachment U 


Dear Gentlemen 


This is a comment on the on the Draft Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor Major Investment Study. The Sierra Club strongly supports the inclusion of the 
Commuter Rail, Intelligent Transportation Systems, and Express Bus components of 
the study. The Highway component has one large problem that does not allow us to 
support it fully. We do support the upgrading and modernization of roads and 
interchanges however we cannot support the addition of lanes to existing highways. No 
new lanes should be added to any of the freeways under consideration. Alternative 
transportation such as rail and express services should be expanded in order to 
decrease the number of commuters on the roads to make it unnecessary to expand the 
highways. One item that is not mentioned in the executive summary is high occupancy 
commuter lanes. This has proved to be an effective way of increasing the number of 
passengers per car and reducing vehicle numbers on the highway in other major cities. 
We strongly urge you to add this option to the Highway component of the draft. 


There are a number of things we are worried about in concern to the commuter rail as 
well as the Express Bus proposal. We do not have a copy of the complete draft but are 
working from the executive summary so if any of these points are already included in 
the draft please excuse the repetition. The commuter rail system should minimize the 
impacts on and use of land by utilizing existing rail lines without adding new lines. 
Everyone including pedestrians, bicyclists and public transportation should have 
adequate access to the commuter rail. As a matter of fact parking for vehicles at rail 
terminals as well as bus terminals should be minimal and full priced public parking in 
order to encourage alternative access to the systems. Accommodation of pedestrians, 
bicycles should be given priority over private automobiles. Transit facilities should be 
located so that they facilitate intermodal transfers. These facilities should have secure 
bicycle storage in public places that are sheltered from inclement weather. 


Thank you for your time 


Jorg Freiberg (330-554-5527) 
Sierra Club 

Portage Trails Group 
Conservation Chair 


“NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 
210 South Canal Street, Chicago. IL 60606 


RECEIVED Jan 2 3 a090 Attachment V 


AMTRAK 


Mr. Kirt Conrad, Planner 
Metro Regional Transit Authority 
416 Kenmore Blvd. 
Akron, Ohio 44301 ; 
January 7, 2002 


Dear Mr. Conrad 


‘Based on our recent preliminary discussions, I offer this letter of interest in Metro. 
Regional Transit Authority efforts to establish a commuter rail service in northern Ohio. 


In Cleveland Amtrak’s Lakefront Station, coupled with the close-by E. 26" St. yard, are 
two significant assets that could, perhaps, be of benefit to the service you are presently 
designing. 


Among our stated corporate goals is the establishment of partnerships in both the public 
and private sectors that make economic sense. 


Amtrak takes seriously its mission to offer our guests in Ohio a valued transportation 
experience. The creation of a commuter rail service that connects with our service 
network is welcomed. 


I look forward to continuing this dialogue with you, Kirt, as your service plans are 
developed. 


- Sincerely, 
William L. O’Dea 
Director-Transportation Planning 


RECEWED NOY 02 2001 


City of Cuyahoga Falls 





Office of the Mayor 
2310 Second Street W 
Cuyahoga Falls OH 44221-2583 Attachment 
Don L. Rob Phone: 330.971.8200 
Mayor October 30, 2001 Fax: 330.940.2327 


“E-Mail Mayor@CityofCF. 
Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS a Maye 


Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Cleveland OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


1 am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing development 
patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider that the development of our nation, transportation, and mobility has 
been and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25-year horizons,.the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


I am certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all of our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign oil and 
develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older and become 
less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to all modes of public 
transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if we do 
not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued development of a 
multi- modal transportation system is needed for the future success of our region. I fully support 
this concept of commuting as part of our region’s future. 








L. 
Mayor 


Cc  KenHanson, AMATS 


a 
we Printed on Recycled Paper 


www.CityofCF.com 


RECEIVED NOV 0 6 2091 
City of Munroe Falls A 


43 Munroe Falls Avenue 
Munroc Falls, Ohio 44262 


(330) 688-7491 
BRAT) SISAK FAX: (330) 686-3601 
Mayor www.munroefalls.com 





November 1, 2001 


Attachment X 


Ms. Rose Mary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave., Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


Lam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25- year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Tam certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all of our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil and develop other mobility altematives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older 
and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to 
all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community's dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. I fully support the concept of commuter rail as part of our region’s future. 


~ Sincerely, 


Mayor Brad Sisak 


BS/krd 


“OUNDED 1838 


wee 


RECEIVED NOV 26 2001 


nan 


Theodore P. Ziegler 


4017 State Road - Aecnmane 
: Akron, OH 44319° 
Home: (330) 645-6250 “Work: (330) 434-4141 
Fox: (330) 645-5626 Fax: (330) 434-7125 





“November 21, 2001 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project ae CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614.West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


I am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Cantons erence ievetang me or Investment Study Ae 
MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our — 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit ey: § existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


The development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been and will continue to 
be critical in economic expansion and success. The CAC MIS will determine how our 
region develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


I am certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil and develop other mobility alternatives. ex 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our .’ 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if: 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. 1 ay support the 
concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 


Sincerely, 


Theodore P. Ziegler 
‘CEO, Community Health Center 


"Ce: Bob Pfaff 


RECEIVED nov 2 6 200¢ 


“October 29, 2001 Attachment Z 


“Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


Iam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rai] service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rai! will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planring is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Tam certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil and develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older 
and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to 
all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. I fully support concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 


Sincerely, 


RECEIVED nov 27 ont 

“October 29, 2001 ONOV 27 200t 

“Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 

Parsons Brinckerhoff Attachment A A 


614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


lam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in miti gating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Tam certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oi] and develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older 
and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to 


all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at isk if 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. I fully support concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 


Sincerely, 


Chief Ui iohf 4 © Dept 





ee 


“October 29, 2001 
~ Attachment B B 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


‘Dear Ms. Covington: 


am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


I am certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil and develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older 
and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to 
all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at sk if 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. I fully support concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 


‘Sincerely, / 
Gy RECEIVED NOV 2 8 2001 


Cc 
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Es RECEIVED NOV 2 9 2001 


Oct 29,2 
October 29, 2001 Adachmene Cx 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


am writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rai] alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility has been 
and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since transportation 
planning is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC MIS will determine how our region 
develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Tam certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil and develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers get older 
and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need increased access to 
all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only widen our existing freeways, and increase our 
community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at nsk if 
we do not develop and invest in alternatives to air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation system is needed for the future success of 
our region. I fully support concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 


Sincerely, 


330-659-6558 





Arthur. Pollock any y 
Sines ie ne 2% 030 GSAISOS¥ 


Akron, OH 44303 
December 12, 2001 
Attachment D D 


Ms. Rosemary Covington, Project Manager, CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington. 


Tam writing in support of inchidig commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson 
in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


It is my understanding that your research has established that developing commuter rail service 
will contribute to mitigating congestion in identified inter-regional travel corridor as well as 
improve air quality as compared with alternatives. Those conclusions are consistent with 
experiences in other metropolitan areas where commuter rail has been developed. In addition, the 
project should reinforce existing development pattern in Summit County and minimize continued 
urban sprawl. 


Transpiration plays a major role in the economic development of the nation and this region. It Is 
important that we begin the process soon if we are to favorably influence development in the 
coming decades. Furthermore, with an aging population, our communities must provide public 
transportation alternatives to the automobile. 


I would argue that the extraordinary bias in transportation planning toward major public 
investment in highways is short sighted. Constructing additional lane mile of highways to meet 
traffic congestion problems fails to deal with the congestion problem for long and creates other 
problems as well. Experience teaches us that traffic volume rises to meet capacity. And 
expanded reliance on automobiles increases dependence on nonrenewable resources as well as 
reducing viability of alternative modes of transportation. 


Having done a fair amount of survey research, including items related to these transportation 
issues, | can assure you that public opinion is in support of efforts to develop rail options in our 
metropolitan area. I strongly endorse commuter rail as part of our region's future. 


Sincerely, 


(bez tur 


Arthur R. Pollock 


‘CC: Kenneth A. Hanson 
Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study 


A iio Rail Development Commission 


50 West Broad Street, Suite 1510 » Columbus, Ohio 43215 * 614.644.0306 phone * 614.728.4520 fax 


‘December 3, 200 Attachment E E 





Ms. RoseMary Covington 
Project Manager CAC TRANS 
parsons Brinckerhoff 
614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington 


The Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) supports the continued development of the 
commuter rail project between Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC), and we agree that this project should 
be part of the recommendations included in the soon to be completed Major Investment Study. We 
support the advancement of the project into preliminary engineering. 


The Canton-Akron-Cleveland commuter project will provide rail service in one of the state’s most 
populated corridors and it will serve as an integral leg of the state’s future passenger rail system. The 
CAC commuter rail corridor will provide connections to Ohio’s Amtrak corridors and to other future 
high speed rail corridors. In Cleveland, the CAC line will connect with the federally designated high 
speed rail corridors between Cleveland and Chicago and between Cleveland, Columbus and Cincinnati 
Additionally, the ORDC is currently working to define other high speed rail corridors serving 
Pittsburgh, Erie, Buffalo and Toronto and other cast-coast destinations. The CAC is an important 
feeder rail line, connecting to the nation’s future intercity rail network. 


As Congress considers a variety of high speed rail funding bills, we are optimistic that capital funds 
will eventually become available for rail development in Ohio. The High Speed Rail Investment Act 
currently before the House suggests that the Department of Transportation “shall give preference to 
projects expected to also improve commuter rai! operations”. With this in mind, the ORDC believes 
there are opportunities for the CAC project to share its costs for capital with potential high speed rail 
routes in the Cleveland area. 


The Ohio Rail Development Commission looks forward to the continued development of the Canton- 
Akron-Cleveland commuter rail project and we will help support this important effort in any way 
possible. 


Sincdrely, 
Call 





Building Markets, Linking Cities and Securing Ohio's Future 


Todd W. Ederer 





34 Merz Boulevard, Suite A 
Akron, Ohio 44333 
330 / 836-4951 


Attachment F F 


‘December 27, 2001 : 
RECEIVED pec 2 % 2001 


Ms. RoseMary Covington 

Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 | 


‘re: Commuter Rail Service 


‘Dear Ms. Covington: 


‘This letter is written in support of commuter rail service from Canton to Akron 
to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations of the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Beginning with the Cuyahoga River, and progressing to the Ohio and Erie 
Canal, Railways, and Interstate Highways, transportation corridors have been 
the life blood of our region’s survival and economic vitality. We must be careful 
not to clog our arteries by continuing to rely solely on automobiles for personal 
mobility. 


Commuter rail provides an effective and visible alternative to the disruptive and 
dangerous angioplasty required to maintain our existing highways. Commuter 
rail provides additional infrastructure for town building and rebuilding along the 
corridor. Commuter rail symbolizes forward thinking attractive to knowledge 
based industry and work force. 


Commuter rail will serve our regional economy well. 


~ Respecefully, 


A 


Todd W. Ederer 
TWE:mac 


ce) Mr. Ken Hanson, AMATS 


RECE JEN 
QD portage path Seem 
ehavioral health 
Attachment G G 





“December 31,.2001 


Jerome T. Kraker 
President Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
340 South Broadway Sueec Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Akron, Ohio 44308 = 6 14 West Superior Avenue Suite 400 | 


phone (330) 376-6144 Cleveland, OH 44113 
fox (330) 253-5248 


Dear Ms. Covington, 


Tam writing this letter to extend my support for the inclusion of the development of a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson in the recommendations 
of the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS). 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will aid in mitigating congestion on our 
inter-regional travel corridors and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, 
the proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County's emenns. 
development patterns and reduce urban sprawl. 


When you consider the development of our nation, transportation and mobility. has 
been and will continue to be critical in economic expansion and success. Since 
transportation planning is completed on 25-year horizons, the CAC-MIS will 
determine how our region develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


I am certain that both our community and nation cannot solely depend on our personal 
automobiles for all or our mobility needs. We need to reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil and develop other mobility alternatives. Additionally, as the baby boomers 
get.older and become less and less able to drive their own cars, they will need 
increased access to all modes of public transportation, including commuter rail. 


We believe it is short sighted to ‘only: widen.our existing freeways, and increase our 
‘community’s dependence on cars and foreign energy.” “Our nation’s security is at risk 
if we do not develop and invest in alternatives to-air and auto travel. The continued 
development of a multi-modal transportation systern is needed for the future success 
of our region. ‘We fully support concept of commuter as part of our region’s future. 
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Attachment H H 
City of Akron, Ohio 


“DONALD L. PLUSQUELLIC, MAYOR 


January 3, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington 

Project Mgr. CAC TRANS 

Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Avenue, Suite 400 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 


ear Ms. Covington: 


Allow me to offer my support for a proposal that would be included in the recommendations of | 
the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Major Investment Study (CAC MIS) development plans for a 
commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Akron. Not only will the commuter rail 
alignment reinforce Summit County’s existing development patterns and reduce urban sprawl, but 
also---as your own research shows---it will be valuable in mitigating congestion on our inter- 
regional travel corridors and improving air quality. 


Transportation and mobility have been and will continue to be integral to the economic expansion 
and success of our region, state and nation. And CAC MIS is a valuable tool allowing us to 
determine how our region will develop and the economic viability of our community in 2025. 


There is no question in my mind that our society can no longer depend solely on personal 
vehicles for the mobility of our population. We must reduce our dependence on foreign oil and 
develop other transportation alternatives. This will become increasingly important as our 
population continues to age, and we find fewer and fewer citizens able to operate their own 
vehicles. The need for improved public transportation in all modes is growing rapidly, and we 
have a duty to plan responsibly for our future. 


I believe it would be short sighted to simply widen our freeways and increase not only our 
reliance on individual vehicles for transportation, but on foreign energy to power those vehicles. 
Our nation’s security is in jeopardy if we fail to develop and invest in alternatives to air and 
automobile travel. The continued development of a multi-modal transportation system is critical. 
To that end, I fully support the development in this region of commuter rail service. 


- Sincerely, 


DONALD L. PLUSQUELLIC" 
~~ Mayor 


200 Municipal Building * 166 South High Street * Akron, Ohio 44308-1653 © Phone (330) 375-2345 © FAX (330) 375-2468 


RESOLUTION NO.: 70-2001 


VILLAGE OF SILVER LAKE 


: Attachment | | 
: May I 
INTRODUCED BY: Mayor Mendenba 3 pages 


A RESOLUTION PROVIDING THE SENSE OF THE COUNCIL OF TAE VILLAGE OF 
SILVER LAKE, OHIO, WHICH IS WITHOUT RESERVATION OPPOSED TO THE 
COMMUTER RAIL AND ANY OTHER RAIL TRAFFIC THAT MAY RESTART FROM 
THE ACTION TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO THE CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND (CAC) 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY. . 


WHEREAS. the nature ofthe community of Silver Lake Village has changed since regularly 
scheduled train traffic was last run on the railroad line abutting the west side boundary of the Village: 


and 


WHEREAS, rail service on the subject line will be so close to existing dwellings as to present 
an obvious and serious safety hazard, and may include the transportation of hazardous or noxious 
materials which dramatically increases concern for the safety and welfare of citizens residing in the 


immediate area of the rail line: and 


WHEREAS, a sound wall has been erected on the opposite side of the railroad track; and 


WHEREAS, the Village of Silver Lake has spent considerable monies to study the effects 
of train traffic; and 


WHEREAS. the results of that study performed by Bowlby and Associates have determined 
thar trains will cause the generation of additional reflected noise in excess of acceptable levels as 
determined by the United States Environmental Protection Agency into the community of Silver 


Lake: and 


WHEREAS, the automobile traffic across the railroad track on Graham Road has been 
confirmed to be 29.050 ADT (Average Daily Traffic) and the traffic across the railroad tracks on 
Front Street and Hudson Drive (near Front Street) in the nearby City of Cuyahoga Falls has been 
calculated to be a total of 33.430 ADT: it is determined that train traffic would cause considerable 
traffic congestion by halting the flow of traffic in Silver Lake, Stow, Cuyahoga Falls and Route 8; and 


WHEREAS. the train track crossing Graham Road would necessitate high decibe] whistle 
blowing by the train engincer in the residential area of Silver Lake protected by the sound wall; and 


WHEREAS. resumption of railservice would necessitate costly sound and traffic mitigation 
measures; and 


WHEREAS, the cost of initiation and maintenance of such a rail service will require 
additional public financial support in the form of a transportation tax; and 


8SI-4 700/200'd = IhO-1 “$969 E26 OEE “BT ASATIS 40 SOVTTIA-WOYd = AdB2#21 2002-81 -NVP 


“RESOLUTION NO.: 70-2001 


WHEREAS. junior high school students regularly walk over the rail track on the way to 
school creating a special safety concern. 


NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Village of Siver Lake 
County of Summit and State of Ohio that: 


Section 1. The Council ofthe Village of Silver Lake without reservation hereby opposes the 
commuter rail and any other rail traffic that may restart from the action taken in response to the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland (CAC) Inter-Regional Travel Cordor Major Investment Study. 


Section 2. The Council of the Village of Silver Lake especially opposes the resumption of 
rail traffic on the portion of railroad tracks that borders the west side of the Village in order to 
maintain and protect the public’s health, safety and welfare. 


Section 3. The Council requests that representation from every community, particularly 
Silver Lake Village, be informed, invited and welcomed at any and all meetings held where discussion 


and critical decisions are made. 


Section 4. The Mayor be and is hereby authonzed and directed to forward a copy of this 
Resolution to all appropriate local, state and federal officials. 


Section 5. It is found and determined that all formal actions of this Council conceming and 
relating to the adoption of this Resolution was adopted in an open meeting of this Council, and that 
all deliberations of this Council and of any ofits committees that resulted in such formal action were 
in meetings open to the public, in compliance with all legal requirements including Section 121.22 


of the Ohio Revised Code. 


Section 6. This Resolutionis hereby declared to be an emergency measure necessay for the 
preservation of the public peace, health, safety, convenience and welfare of the Village of Silver Lake 
and the inhabitants thereof, for the reason that it is immediately necessary to express concern about 
the resumption of rail service on tracks abutting the Village of Silver Lake as county and other 
government officials consider implementing this service, and provided it receives the necessary 
affirmative votes as required by the Village Charter, it shal] take effect and be in force immediately 
upon its passage and approval by the Mayor, otherwise it shall take effect and be in force at the 


earliest period allowed by law. 


‘PASSED June 8, 200 
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“RESOLUTION NO.: 70-2001 


“APPROVED AS TO FORM. 







PAALL ,. J] 4 
Robert W. Heydortt, Solxito 





Warner Mendenhall, Mavor 


-ATTEST 








- Silver Laks, Ohio ora 
veresa M. Spohn, Clerk-Treasurer 1. hereby certify that Resolution or Ordinance 
No. LUOLCT was published by title or in 


full in the local newspaper, or designated by 
Cpuner aes ution om the date or dates of 
a J { ge ( : 
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Richard Varga 
2615 21st St. _— 
Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44223 


03/7/02 


I am wniting in support of a commuter rail system that would 
run from Akron to Cleveland. We are continually experiencing 
the severe traffic problems these areas have due to expanding 
growth. I believe a commuter rail system could serve these 
communities to eliminate traffic problems as well as halting 
continual expansion of highway lanes. The rail system also 
will bring people to these areas to work and shop which will 
help boost the economic growth in these communities. I hope 
you will share my vision for a commuter rail system for our 
area. 


- Sincerely, | 
a “ 


‘Richard Varga 


KENT STATE 
Seana UNIVERSITY RECEIV ED 


to 12 2002 
Mr. Ken Hanson 


AMATS - Room 806 Citicenter AMATS 
OPOLITAN AREA 
146 S. High St. AKEON ME RTT ON STUDY 


Akron, OH 44308-1423 
‘Dear Ken 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and discuss the current status of CAC MIS. 
Questions were raised regarding the Kent rail alignment option. Parsons Brinckerhoff 
responded that the Kent alignment was outside the major corridor area. This statement 
implies that vehicle traffic with an origin or destination of Portage County does not 
impact traffic congestion along the interstate systems being studied. AMATS’ Policy 
Committee previously directed the consultant to complete a full comparison of the 
commuter rail options via Kent/via Hudson. 


According to the consultant, a comparison was made along the entire length of the CAC 
corridor, from Cleveland to Canton. However, the recommended alternative is for a 
portion of the CAC corridor, from Tallmadge Avenue in Akron to Cleveland. The Kent 
alignment was not given this consideration. 


Additionally, the comparison that was made over the full length of the corridor assumed 
all new rail operating equipment. The presented draft alternative reflects the deployment 
of used rail equipment and therewith, reduced cost. The use of used rail equipment was 
never considered similarly for the Kent alignment. 


Commuter rail is a public investment that would have significant impact on Northeast 
Ohio; a full and complete comparison should be made regarding commuter rail and 
routing options. 


Sincerely, 


See bates 
TIC: baa 


Cc: Chris Smeiles 
Kathleen Chandler 
Chuck Keiper 


Transportation Services 
1950 State Route 59 « P.O. Box 5190 * Kent, Ohio 44242-0001 
(330) 672-RIDE « Fax: (330) 672-3662 » http://www.kent.edu/ksuts 
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RECEIVED 723 2 5 2002 


Richard Varga 
2615 21st St. 
Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44223 


February 3, 2002 
Gentlemen: 


Tam writing concerning the funding of Amtrak. I believe 
‘the government should subsidize this system. Many people 
depend on this means of transportation. Other countries have 
successfully funded and operated their railroad systems. Air 
line systems and rail systems can both operate in this 
country to make the greefest transportation system in the 
world. 


‘Amtrak should be given the 1.2 billion dollars that they 
have requested. In addition, they should be given additional 
funds to further expand their operations. They should not 
have to threaten to shut down every time funding has 
expired. We need to show our support for the rail system 
in this country. 


Richard Varga a 


RECEIVED FE3 0.4 2999 


. CANTON REGIONAL 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
| 222 Market Avenue North, Canton, Ohio 44702 * Main Line (330) 456-7253 * (800) 533-4302 


General Fax: (330) 452-7786 * Finance, Sales, Marketing & Events Fax: (330) 489-6005 * www.cantonchamber.org 


January 31, 2002 


Rosemary Covington 

Project Manager 

Parsons Brinckerhoff —-~ 
614 W Superior Ave Ste 400 
Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Rosemary, 


The Canton Regional Chamber of Commerce is very interested in developments 
regarding high-speed rail service to this community and we were in attendance at the 
public hearing in Stark County on January 14, 2002. We have some more meetings 
planned to learn more about the process and all the options available to us. We intend to 
develop a formal position and communicate that to you and the appropriate parties 
shortly. We also plan to take a lead role in organizing our local elected officials as well. 


At this point we simply want to let you know of our interest and that we will be back in 
contact shortly. 


LAC 


Sr. Vice President 


cc: Kirt W. Conrad 


Departments of the Canton Regional Chamber of Commerce 
Canton Development Partnership * Canton/Stark County Convention & Visitors' Bureau 
Keep Canton Clean ¢ Leadership Stark County © Pro Football Hall of Fame Festival 





January 28, 2002 


Ms. RoseMary Covington, Project Manager CAC TRANS 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

614 West Superior Ave, Suite 400 

Cleveland, OH 44113 


Dear Ms. Covington: 


This letter is in support of commuter rail service from Canton to Cleveland via Hudson. | 
understand commuter rail service over this route is included in the recommendations of the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland ial In onan Study (CAC MIS), and I strongly endorse this part of 
the CAC MIS. z 

Transportation and mobility have been and will continue to be critical in our nation’s economic 
expansion and success. Since transportation planning is completed on 25 year horizons, the CAC 
MIS will determine how our regicn develops and how our community looks in 2025. 


Your research has shown that commuter rail will help mitigate congestion on our region’s Inter- 
state highways and travel corridors, and help improve the region’s air quality. Additionally, the 
proposed commuter rail alignment will re-enforce Summit County’s existing development 
patterns and reduce urban sprawl by encouraging in-fill re-development. 


Neither our community nor our nation can continue to depend solely on our personal automobiles 
for all our transportation needs. We must reduce our dependence on foreign oil and develop other 
mobility alternatives. Additionally, as our population ages and becomes less able to drive their 
own cars, they will need increased access to public transportation, particularly commuter rail. 


I believe it is short sighted to only expand our existing highways and increase our community’s 

dependence on cars and foreign energy. Our nation’s security is at risk if we do not develop and 

invest in ground-level alternatives to auto travel. The continued development of a multi-modal 

transportation system is needed for the future success of our region. I fully support the portion of 
( study that advances commuter rail as part of our region’s future. 


Sincerely, _/ 
Mug 20 h We 


er t, C uyahoga Valley Scenic Vine 


Cé: Ken Hanson, AMATS 


CUYAHOGA VALLEY SCENIC RAILROAD 


PO. Box 158 * Peninsula, Ohio 44264-0158 » 330-657-2000 » TOLL FREE 800-468-4070 » Fax: 330-657-2080 
| __http:/www.evsr.com 








What is CAC TRANS? 


CANT RON FLAND wise tt 


October 19898 


CAC TRANS is a shorthand What geographic area is being studied? 


name for the Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland Major Investment 
Study, which will examine 
transportation issues in a 
62-mile travel corridor 
connecting these cities. 





What is an MIS? 


The Major Investment Study 
(MIS) is a tool for making wise 
decisions about major transpor- 
tation improvements. Focusing 
on the 62-mile Canton-Akron- 
Cleveland travel corridor, the 
study seeks local consensus in 
answering these questions: 
What are the most effective, 
beneficial uses for the region’s 
transportation dollars? 
¢ Where should money be spent, 
for what purposes and for 
which modes of travel? 
The MIS, a federally-mandated 
process, will explore problems 
and potential solutions for 
longer-distance trips (over 20 
miles) in the corridor. The study 
will examine a wide variety of 
transportation choices, including 
potential rail connections, in 
order to: 
¢ Identify potential projects that 
can address the defined trans- 
portation problems 
« Evaluate the henefits and costs 
of these alternatives 
¢ Consider requirements for 
funding and implementing 
the improvements 
+ Reach consensus on a 
“Preferred Investment Strategy,” 
the study's final product 
Projects or strategies resulting 
from the MIS may be fairly 
comprehensive. They are de- 
signed to address existing and 
anticipated travel demand, to 
support the corridor’s economic 
health and enhance its quality 
of life. 


The CAC Interregional Travel! 
Corridor includes three major 
cities — Canton, Akron and 
Cleveland — as well as more 
than 50 municipalities, counties, . 
townships and other entities. 
The focus of the study is in- 
tended to address problems on 
the major north-south routes of 
Interstate 77 and State Route 8, 
as well as Interstate 80 (Ohio 
Turnpike), Interstate 271 and 


Why is an MIS needed in this corridor? 


The corridor's existing transpor- 
tation network has numerous 
congestion and safety problems. 
Large-scale corrective projects 
have been considered for many 
years — including such alterna- 


tives as rail systems and major 


highway improvements — but 


Interstate 480. The study area 
broadly includes downtown 
Cleveland through the southeast 
portion of Cuyahoga County, 
most of Summit County and a 
relatively narrow corridor within 
Stark County extending south to 
Canton. A portion of the study 
area extends east into Portage 
County to include a potential 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland rail 
alignment via the city of Kent. 





may have significant capital 
costs, involve notable impacts 
on adjacent natural features or 
Private properties, or are techni- 
cally difficult to achieve. The 
MIS is the next step in the 
process of identifying and 


evaluating a range of solutions. 





What transportation alternatives 
will be addressed? 


Because the study area is unusually large, CAC TRANS will 

identify problems and issues that are corridor-wide and also those 

related to smaller sub-cortidors. Certain portions of the corridor 

already suffer from traffic congestion, and some of the most 

serious limitations of the transportation network include: 

¢ Limited ability to add lanes to I-77 north of 1-480 due to overhead 
bridges and highly developed adjacent properties 

¢ Congestion and safety on SR 8 between SR 303 and I-27! 

« The lack of alternatives to 1-77 for trips between Akron and Canton 

+ Limited coordination of express bus service between Canton, Akron 


and Cleveland 


¢ Congestion in rapidly-developing suburban growth areas throughout 


the corridor 


The study will also explore “reverse commute” connections to link 
residents of high-unemployment urban neighborhoods in Akron, 
Canton and Cleveland with job opportunities in outlying areas. 


| This study is concerned primarily with long-range 


| trips (more than 20 miles) within the corridor. 
| Highway portions of the study focus on these 
| interstate highways and key traffic arteries: 





i 
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| Likely Future Projects 
| These projects are not yet fully 
| committed or funded, but are now 
. recommended in the long-range 
| plans of AMATS, NOACA & SCATS: 
| 1-77 Summit County: 
|, Add northbound truck lane 
from Yellow Creek bridge to 
| rest area 

| + Rleconfigure entrance/exit 

| ramps at SR 18 interchange 

| « Reconfigure entrance/extt 

| ramps at White Pond Dr. and 

| Mull Ave. interchange 

|. Widen I-77(4 to 6 lanes), 

| §R 16210 SR21 

| + Widen I-77(4 to 6 lanes), 

| SR 241 to Akron-Canton Airport 
| State Route 8, Summit County: 

: « Reconfigure entrance/exit 

| ramps at Howe Ave. 

| interchange 

| + Reconstruct & reconfigure at- 

| grade Intersections, convert to 
| freeway from SR 303 to I-271 

7 . New interchange at 

| Seasons Road 

| +77, Stark County: 

| + New interchange at Shuffel Dr. 
: 1-271, Summit County: 

| + Widen (4 to 6 lanes) from 

| SR8tol-480 


\ 1-480 





1-80 
yy  =i277 
SR 8 


Jennincs 
Freeway 


What are the goals & objectives of the MIS? 


There are five goals, each with its own set of objectives: 


What Alternatives Will Be Explored? 





A full range of potential transportation alternatives will be consid- 
ered including highway, rail, and transit improvements, strategies to 


make existing highways operate more efficiently, and programs to 


reduce the number of trips people need to make. The list of 


possible alternatives is large, and includes options such as these: 


Highway 

Highway alternatives are designed to 

increase the capacity of highways 

through such means as: 

+ Widening 

+ Added lanes 

+ Lane reconfiguration 

+ Ramp & interchange improvements 

« Reserved lanes at rush hour for 
car pools or other high-occupancy 
vehicles (HOVs) 


Commuter Rail 

+ Usually diesel-powered passenger 
trains of about 3 to 5 cars with 
locomotive 

+ Capable of operating on existing 
railroad tracks 

+ As a transit alternative, more 
expensive than buses and less 
expensive than light rail 

+ Serves longer-distance trips with 
fewer stops than light rail 





Improvements to Existing 

System 

Compared to road or rail construction 

Transportation System Management 

TSM) and Demand Management 

programs and improvements are 

relatively low-cost: 

+ TSM increases capacity by using 
existing roads and transit more 
efficiently. Examples include 
signs and changes to traffic 
signals and lane striping 

+ Demand management reduces the 
number of vehicles on the road. 
Examples include programs to 
encourage use of car pools or 
existing mass transit, or major 





employers’ scheduling off-rush-hour 


work shifts and starting times 


Light Rail 

¢ Electrically-powered trains operating 
on rails 

¢ Trains frequently run in-street with 
roads crossing tracks at-grade 

+ As a transit alternative, faster and 
higher-capacity than buses, but less 
flexible and more costly to build and 
operate 

« Compared to commuter rail, light rail is 
more suited to relatively short trips in 





¢ Goal 1: Improve interregional 
mobility. 
Objectives: Reduce travel- 
time, especially for relatively 
longer-distance trips; reduce 
congestion and improve safety 
on major interregional road 
ways; improve mobility 
options for both work and 
non-work trips. 

¢ Goal 2: Enhance economic 
development. 
Objectives: Widen employ- 
ment opportunities for citizens 
throughout the corridor; 
support reverse-commute 
initiatives; provide greater 
access to special events and 
entertainment venues through- 
out the corridor; improve 
interregional freight move- 
ment. 

¢ Goal 3: Preserve, protect 
and enhance the natural and 
social environment. 
Objectives: Help improve 
air quality; minimize noise 
impacts; protect sensitive 
areas, including historic and 
cultural sites, wetlands and 
park lands; minimize neigh- 
borhood and community 


disruption; address environ- 






Green 
Light 
Projects 
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mental justice concerns by 
carefully assessing dispro- 
portionate impacts; promote 
land-use and development 
policies and transportation 
strategies that are consistent 
and mutually supportive; 
support welfare-to-work 
initiatives. 

¢ Goal 4: Develop a 
cost-effective investment 
strategy. 
Objectives: Assure that 
overall benefits warrant their 
overall costs throughout the 
corridor; identify a fiscally 
realistic strategy; assure that 
both benefits and costs are 
shared equitably. 

¢ Goal 5: Reach consensus 
on an investment strategy. 
Objectives: Produce a 
strategy that is supported by 
the public, elected officials 
and relevant agencies; be 
consistent with the adopted 
transportation goals of the 
three metropolitan planning 
organizations in the corridor; 
produce a strategy that can 
move into the next phase in 


a timely fashion. 


Committed Projects 

The study will not delay work on these projects that are 
already committed, planned and funded: 

1-77 Summit County: New Interchange at I-80 
(Construction Fiscal Year 2000) 

1-77 Summit County: SR 241 to Arlington Rd. 


Widen from 4 to 6 lanes (Construction FY 2000) 


urban areas 


° 


Express Bus 
+ Operates over relatively long 


| 

| 

| 

| southbound auxiliary lane (Construction FY 2000) 
distances with few stops, generally : 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 


I-77 Stark/Summit County: US 62 to Akron-Canton 
Airport. Widen from 4 to 6 lanes (FY 2001, 2003) 
1-77 Stark County: US 30 to US 62. Widen from 

4 to 6 lanes (3 Projects, FY 2000, 2003, 2005) 

SR 8 Summit County: Central Interchange to 


° 


serving inter-county trips 

+ Direct, faster, and often more 
comfortable than conventional bus 
service, with more special features 
(e.g. reading lamps, padded seats) 

¢ Usually has higher fares than for 
conventional bus service - 

« Local example: METRO RTA’s X60/ 
X61 Express bus service to downtown 
Cleveland 


o 
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1 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 

|-77 Cuyahoga County: US 422 to E. 9th St. Add | 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 

Perkins St. Reconstruct & reconfigure exit/entrance | 

| 


ramps (Begin acquisition 2001, build 2002) 
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Identification, analysis and 
evaluation of multi-modal 
alternatives lie at the heart of 
an MIS, In the initial stage, the 
CAC TRANS team will seek 

a broad range of stakeholder 
response to confirm and add 
to the initial list of alternatives, 
each of which should offer 
some promise of addressing the 
comidor’s transportation 

list will then be screened to 
soem most promising. Next is 
the analysis phase, which will 
generate more detailed informa- 
tion regarding the benefits, 
costs and impacts of the alterna- 
tives that remain. The transpor- 





Stage is designed to support the 
choice of one or a set of alterna- 
tives as the Preferred Investment 
Strategy. The governing boards 
of NOACA, AMATS and 
SCATS must approve the 

after which local political 
authorities must act to begin 
funding and implementation 
stages. The next steps following 
engineering on component 
projects, approval of environ- 






The $2.2 million study is funded largely by the U.S. Department of 


T talion Federal Treasli Adeniniewretion Remeininn costs 


are covered by ODOT and area transit agencies. The study began 
in the spring of 1999 and runs through the fall of 2000. 





Who will decide what recom- 
of the corridor's three Metro- 

— SCATS, NOACA and 
AMATS — will make final 
“Preferred Investment Strategy.” 
These MPO boards will consider 
the consulting team's recom- 
mendations, the CAC TRANS 
coordinating committee's 
advice, public comment, the 
opinions of political and civic 
leaders, their own staff analyses 
of the study results, and their 
own understanding of the travel 
comidor’s needs and priorities. 
Their decisions will incorporate 


1 7 P F ¢ 





in the MPOs" long-range 
transportation plans. MPO 
governing boards are made 
up almost entirely of 

elected officials. 

What is the timetable: for 
tions? Implementation of the 
is dependent on the specific 
type of improvement and on 
the availability of funding. A 
recommended timetable will 
be one component of the MIS. 
Who will fund implementation 
projects? It is almost certain 
funds, and perhaps private 
investment as well, will be 
needed to implement study 
recommendations. 


|Page three => 





| What organizations are involved 
in the CAC TRANS study? 


(Public participation vital to CAC TRANS study. 





Almost 200 citizens and agency sessions and plenty of time for Representatives of the following Transportation Study), and 
representatives have participated § public comment, with technical organizations comprise the three offices of the Ohio 
in the CAC TRANS study so far staff available for group discus- coordinating committee that Department of Transportation 


through the study's planned sions and one-on-one conversa- guides the study: AMATS (ODOT): District 4, District 
interviews, presentations and tions with attendees. (Akron Metropolitan Area 12 and the ODOT Office of 
review sessions. Round | public Transportation Study),GCRTA Public Transportation. PARTA 


meetings were held last month in Information will also be avail- © (Greater Cleveland Regional (Portage Area Regional Trans- 
Akron, Canton, Cleveland, Stow, able through CAC TRANS Transit Authority), METRO RTA portation Authority) serves in 


Brecksville, and the Belden newsletters and a web site. (Metro Regional Transit Author- an advisory position on the 
Village area. These will provide updates on ity), NOACA (Northeast Ohio = committee. The consulting firm 
Two more rounds are planned at and provide information citizens Agency), SARTA (Stark Area study's technical team, under a 
key decision points in the study. need to contribute to the screen- Regional Transit Authority, contract administered by 


Meetings feature interactive ing and evaluation process. SCATS (Stark County Area METRO RTA. 





Persons wishing to be notified of public meetings and 
other pivotal events throughout the study can reach us by: 
Mail 

Suite 1010 Rockefeller Building 

614 W. Supenor Ave. Cleveland, OH 44113 

= 


216-781-7888 / fax 216-781-7978 oF 

216-371-3323 (public involvement office) / fax 216-371-4024 
E-mail 

CACstudy @aol.com 

Web site 

Our web site host is Ohio Department of Transportation District 12 
Reach the CAC TRANS site vin hitps/www_.dolstate.ohus/dist 12 
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The CAC THAMS newsletter is a perbodic publication 
intended to heighten public awareness of issues 

irvestiment Study. The newsletter is produced by 

fubsontracior Gennviews Aan! Urban Conservation 
& Design. Newsletter design by Kapp & Associates, 
with initial project logo design and copy writing for 
this ue by Hitchoock Fleming and Associates inc. 


Copyright 1909 © Urban Conservation & Gesign 
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Traffic congestion increasing 
in CAC TRANS corridor 





Over the next 20 years, significant 
increases in traffic congestion and 
accident rates are likely at many 
locations unless significant 
improvements to transportation 
systems are made, according to 
analyses being done as part of 

a major investment study for 

the Canton—Akron-Cleveland 


inter-regional travel corridor. 


The map to the right focuses on 
traffic congestion, using what 
transportation planners call 
“LOS,” for “Level of Service.” 
LOS is calculated by comparing 
the number of vehicles on a length 
of road to that road’s capacity. 
Used nationwide, LOS levels are 
a kind of report card used to rate 
the quality of roadway operations. 


LOS levels range from “A,” which 


EGIONAL 


aN 


is a free-flow roadway condition, 
down to “F,” which represents 
severe, and sometimes totally 


jammed, stop-and-go conditions. 


The map shows both current and 
future conditions (estimated year 
2020). Current conditions are 
shown in colored segments, with 
future projections called out in light 
blue. These blue areas are roadway 
segments expected to drop to 
Levels “E” or “F” by the year 2020. 
A number of other areas in the cor- 
ridor are expected to slip to “D” 
status, but these drops are less 
significant, and are not highlighted 
on the map. The 2020 projections 
assume that “committed” highway 
projects (those already planned and 


funded) have been implemented. 


Some areas get low grades on “Level of Service” 


Throughout the CAC corridor, Level of Service conditions are forecasted 


to deteriorate at least slightly over the next two decades. 


Marked increases in congestion are expected in these areas: 


I-77 north between the Ohio Turnpike and I-480 

I-77 between Arlington Road and SR 18 

1-480 between I-271, I-77 and the Jennings Freeway (SR 176) 
I-76 (“Kenmore Leg”) from the common I-77/I-76 section to I-277 


SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) 


“eft + © & @ 


State Route 8 


Out-of-date roadway design 
adds to congestion 





Blue stars on the map to the right 
show approximate locations of 
highway segments or elements 
rated “poor” by the project team 
based on how well their design 
meets current standards. 
Characteristically, these elements 
were designed years ago, for 
highways functioning under 
different traffic conditions than 
those of today - slower speeds and 
smaller volumes of traffic. A ramp 
might be rated “poor,” for exam- 


ple, because it is not long enough 


aN 


for drivers to accelerate and enter 
the traffic flow at full speed. 
Similarly, an interchange might be 
rated “poor” where a ramp enters 
the highway too close to an exit 
ramp, causing potential conflict 
between entering and exiting cars. 
A poor median may be one where 
the left-hand travel lane (the pass- 
ing lane) is so close to the center 
barrier that there is no room for a 
car in trouble to pull left out of the 


flow of traffic. 
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Public shares opinions, hopes for study 


Population, 
job shifts make 
‘everywhere- 


to-everywhere’ 
commuting 
patterns 





On the whole, population and 
employment in the CAC TRANS 
corridor counties — Cuyahoga, 
Portage, Stark and Summit — 
have decreased over the last 30 
years. They are, however, shifting 
within the four-county region, and 
are migrating from the central 
cities of Cleveland, Akron and 
Canton into suburban and rural 
areas. Although the three major 
cities will continue to be important 
employment centers, their relative 
importance has decreased in recent 
years and is expected to decrease 
further in the future, as shown in 
the graph below. 


Population (in thousands) 


Year Cuyahoga Portage Stark Summit 


4900 11412) 143° 968 | 515. 4,412 ' 143 | 368 | 515 
2020 11,332 | 166 | 383 + 566 
Change;¥ 6% ; A16% ; A4% | A10% 
Employees (in thousands) 


The increasing decentralization 
of a static population and 
employment base will continue to 
increase pressure on the region's 
transportation system. There will 
likely be more commuting to 
expanding suburban employment 
and commercial areas, and people 
will make longer trips and spend 
more time on the roads. 
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A centerpiece of the Canton- 
Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional 

; Travel Corridor Major Investment 
Study is a public involvement pro- 
gram featuring a series of inter- 


HIGHWAY LIMITS NOTED: 
strong acknowledgement that 
adding lanes to highways is a 
strategy with real limits, and 
recognition that for some road- 


POTENTIAL RAIL 
ALIGNMENTS DEBATED: 


active debate over which of the 
two potential rail alignments, via 
eastern Summit County or western 


views with ¢ Laat appoint ways or roadway sections, those Portage County, better serves the 
officials and with private-sector limits have been hed. region and the interests of public 
business, civic and special-interest : ee 
whe annem AUTO-DEPENDENCY MAJoR = "it: Some comments indicated 
ss aig is = Sak FACTOR IN CHOICES: concem __ that the two do not need to be 
several rounds of public meeti . ' 
aah eth pe = that what one interviewee called viewed as mutually exclusive, and 
rou study, : 
“the amazing triumph of the auto- _—*hat partial or phased development 
Interviews are targeted to key mobile” makes even moderate pro- _f both should be considered. 
policy framers, decision-makers, = posal such as carpooling difficult LAND-USE COMPONENT 
and otter stekeholders wie tw achieve: STRONGLY SUPPORTED: 
represent interests or viewpoints MAPARTIAL ANALYSES strong support for a land-use com- 
known (o be of importance to con- es ngn insistence that techni- _Ponent in the study, from environ- 
‘ buildi ferred : : 
oe : a _— cal analyses carried out as part of Mentalists, business people and 
investmen egy. si ; 
a the study must be impartial and political leaders alike. A prepon- 
The study's first round of inter- thorough to assure that decision- derance of comments indicated 
views and public meetings reached ~— makers and the general public can _—“4nti-sprawl” sentiment, with pref- 
close to 200 persons, all of whom make “clean” ‘sons among erence for development policies 
were cager to satisfy their curiosity ss snstives, Not infrequently, that reinforce and strengthen urban 
about the study and to share their attendees at public meetings cores and already-cstablished busi- 
opinions about what the travel- seid thacnead ee “aiiplen 40 aon camden taco 
related lems in the corridor are me _ 
sai _ ‘ine be el apples” comparisons of highway cities. Some stakeholders explicit- 
8 addressed. , ’ sarees 
: j solutions and transit solutions. ly urged high-density, transit-ori- 
Major themes that emerged from anes _— = 
interviews and public meetings MULTI-MODAL SOLUTIONS ' 
SETS ee SOUGHT: desire for multi-modal _ ‘© control outward growth. Others 
REGIONAL wien solutions to address traffic conges- 00k dispersed, outward growth 
APPLAUDED: enthusiastic sup- tion and lack of mobility options. i —# — of =" 
port for the regional approach RAIL INTEREST HIGH, BUT =“ * a ene 
enibodied in the suudy;and.ex SOME CAUTIOUS OR choices — to which transportation 
ee OPPOSED: strong interest in rail _— policy should respond. 
sion o or regi : ; 
eulving efforts: Rigel as an alternative. Rail supporters COSTS, BENEFITS SET 
thusi ar teiscolte . expressed concern that high costs BACKDROP FOR DECISIONS: 
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Study shows heavy traffic, 


S 


The most obvious reason for increased highway congestion on major 
highways in the Canton—Akron—Cleveland corridor is a growing number 
of vehicle trips. Where high traffic volumes meet worsening congestion 
conditions (see front page), high accident rates are also likely. The maps 
below show the locations of traffic volumes and high accident areas. 


high accident areas 


Traffic volume, measured as “ADT” — Average Daily Vehicle Trips — 
is expected to increase on major roadways in the corridor over the next 
20 years. Especially large increases are expected in these areas: 


I-77 from Rockside Road area to I-90 in downtown Cleveland 
SR 8 between 1-271 and I-80 (Ohio Turnpike) 

1-271 south of 1-480 in Cuyahoga County 

SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) 

I-77 at US 30 near downtown Canton 

1-77 between SR 21 and Copley Road 

I-76 (the “Kenmore Leg”) from the common I-76/77 section near 
Wooster Ave. to 1-277 in Akron 

¢ The entire alignment of I-277 from I-76 (“Kenmore Leg”) east to 
I-77 in Akron 
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Accidents per million VMT 
(Vehicle Miles Traveled) 
More than 2.00 
1.45 - 1.99 
1.00 - 1.44 
0.00 - 0.99 

Data not yet avaitable 


Average Daily Traffic 
HEE More than 100,000 
GEE 20,000 - 100,000 
GEE 60,000 - 80,000 
HE 40,000 - 60,000 
= 0 - 40,000 


Accidents & Traffic Volumes 
Near Major Cities 
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ided Strategies ; Action by Boards of Metropolitan Planning Organizations: NOACA, AMATS, SCATS 


TM Cele Mie lMalleliiitelats 


inter-regional connections 





Most of the 101,000 inter-county work trips in the CAC TRANS corridor 
are oriented northward, with significant numbers of trips from Stark 
County to Summit County, and even more from Summit and Portage 
Counties to Cuyahoga County. 


Within Cuyahoga 562,305 
Summit to Cuyahoga 27,051 
Portage to Cuyahoga 10,163 








Stark to Cuyahoga 1,905 
Within Summit 180,479 
Stark to Summit 15,966 
Portage to Summit =: 15,753 
Cuyahoga to Summit 9,737 
Within Portage 34,848 
Summit to Portage 7,714 
Stark to Portage 1,381 
Cuyahoga to Portage 1,374 
Within Stark 130,290 
Summit to Stark 6,627 
Portage to Stark 1,483 
Cuyahoga to Stark 1,428 
(Daily Work Trips per 1990 Census) 


Survey aims at commuters’ 


travel choices 





How do you decide whether to drive your car to work? What makes you 
choose to join some co-workers in a carpool or take the bus or rapid? If 
commuter trains were available, and you could spend your travel time 
getting ready for your morning meeting or doing the crossword puzzle, 
would you take the train instead of driving? 


These are the kinds of issues that participants had to ponder as they 
answered questions in a recent survey of over 700 travelers in the 
Canton—Akron-Cleveland corridor. The survey, conducted in the last few 
months of 1999 and in January 2000, involved about 160 bus riders and 
560 automobile travelers. 


The survey, called a “Stated Preference Survey,” was designed to get 
respondents to identify their own decision-making trade-offs when 
presented with several transportation options. What are their critical con- 
siderations in making a choice — the time it takes to get from home to 
work, or the cost of parking? Are convenience and flexibility more 
important to them than the cost of the trip? Do they base their choice 

on the distance they might have to walk between bus stop and the job 
site? These and other attitudes toward transportation were explored in 
the survey. Results from the survey are now being tallied and analyzed 
by project consultants, and will be released in the next newsletter. 














This issue of the CAC TRANS newsletter includes some findings 

from the initial, exploratory phase of the Canton—Akron-Cleveland 
Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Investment Study (“CAC TRANS” 
for short). In the initial fact-finding phase, the study team 

collected the following technical information on the corridor and its 


transportation system: 


Basic facts about the corridor: 

¢ physical characteristics 

@ socioeconomic trends and projections 
(population, households, employment) 

@ transportation modes used for travel to work 


@ existing transportation facilities and services 
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issues associated with the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Travel Corridor Major Investment 
Study. The newsletter is produced by project consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff and PB subcontractor 
Genevieve Ray/Urban Conservation & Design. Newsletter design by Kapp & Associates, Inc. with 
initial project logo design by Hitchcock Fleming and Associates Inc. 
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Public events set for April 


A potential list of transportation alternatives to be explored for the 
remainder of the CAC TRANS study will be presented at public meetings 
and events scheduled for April 2000. Also presented will be details on the 
results of the initial fact-finding phase of the project. Meeting agendas 


will reserve plenty of time for questions and comments from the public. 
Events are set as follows: 


Cuyahoga Falls—Thursday, April 6, from 7:30 to 9 p.m., at Taylor 
Memorial Library, 2013 3rd Street, Cuyahoga Falls. Meeting co-spon- 
sored by the Citizens Involvement Committee of AMATS (Akron 


Metropolitan Area Transportation Study). 


CAG 


clo Parsons Brinckerholl Ohio, Inc 
Suite 1010 Rockeleller Building 
614 W Superior Ave. Cleveland, OH 44113 


s ruyows Upunsurs 
AMATS 

(Akron Metropolitan Area Transportation Study) 
GCRTA 

(Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority) 
METRO 

(Metro Regional Transit Authority) 

NOACA 

(Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency) 


ODOT Office of Public Transportation 
(Ohio Department of Transportation) 


ODOT District 4 
ODOT District 12 

PARTA 

(Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority) 


SARTA 
(Stark Area Regional Transportation Authority) 


SCATS 
(Stark County Area Transportation Study) 


Transportation improvement needs: 


¢ traffic congestion, including volumes and levels of service 
@ highway safety 


¢ planned improvement projects for highway and transit 


Other studies: 
@ this phase of the study also included examination of other 


transportation plans and studies related to the corridor. 


Detailed information on the initial phase of the study is found in the pro- 
ject “Purpose and Need Statement” report available through the offices of 
Parsons Brinckerhoff (see below) or from any of the organizational 
sponsors listed under the return address on this newsletter. 


Persons wishing to be notified of public meetings and other pivotal events 
throughout the study can reach us by: 

Mail—c/o Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Suite 1010 Rockefeller Building 

614 W. Superior Ave. Cleveland, OH 44113 

Phone—216-781-7888 Fax—216-781-7978 or 

216-371-3323 (public involvement office) / Fax 216-371-4024 
E-matI—CACstudy @aol.com 

Web site—CACTRANS.org 


Canton—Saturday, April 8, from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m., at Canton Civic 
Center, 1101 Market Avenue North, Canton. A display and project staff 
will be available as part of the day-long Planning Expo sponsored by 


Stark County Regional Planning Commission. 


Cleveland—Monday, April 17, from 11:30 a.m. to | p.m., at the offices 
of NOACA (Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency), 
1299 Superior Ave., downtown Cleveland. 


Cuyahoga Heights—Monday, April 17, from 7 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., at 
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District Building, 4747 E. 49th St., 
Cuyahoga Heights. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR 
FURTHER STUDY 


MAY 2001 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Screening ends, 


comment sought 





The Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Inter-Regional Travel Corri-— 
dor Major Investment Study, 


which began in summer 











1999, is nearing a key 
decision-making threshhold. 





The project’ s multi-agency 
Coordinating Camittee has 
campleted technical analyses 
of six highway imorovement 
strategies and 11 transit 
options to address congestion 
and other traffic problems in 
the travel corricbr. 


Public meetings in May 2001 
will seek comments on the 
work done to date (including 
reactions to gotions screened 
out). Project soonsors will 
also ask for reactions to a set 
of altematives developed by 








combining highway imorove— 
ments and transit service. 





























5 HIGHWAY COMMUTER RAIL BUS 
yr «al 4 an 2 
Gao Os oO 
# 1 Widen, add lanes, 
upgrade & None None 
modernize 
#2 =~ Widen, add lanes, Feeder bus 
upgrade & system (Links to rail) 
modernize via Hudson (|§_ 


Enhanced express 
bus system in 
I-77 corridor 
from Akron north 





"3 


Widen, add lanes etc. 











(as in #3 above) 





; Enhanced 
I-77 corridor from None 
express bus 
Pleasant Valley Rd 
north to I-90 
# 4 Widen, add lanes etc. Feeder Bus 
Reversible lanes vee Bucs Enhanced 








express bus y 








Two potential Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
camuter rail alignments — one through 





Kent and the other through Hudson — were 


compared in the study’ s recent analysis 
phase, and were similar in many ways. 





The Kent Line shows slightly lower estimated 
capital costs ($430 million vs. $450m) and 





slightly higher Operating & Maintenance 
costs ($16.7 million vs. $14.8). Travel 








times through Kent are 10 minutes longer 
than through Hudson. Fewer passengers 


are projected on the Kent route (4, 600 


weekday boardings vs. 5,100). 





Project consultants have recommended that 
the Kent route be dropped fram consideration 
for the remaininer of the study. A concurrent 
NEORail Commuter Rail Feasibility Study 
tagged the Hudson route among “mid-term 
rojects” and Kent “longer-term.” That 





nH 'O 


Eh 








ct 


prior evidence of financial sugeort 
has been demonstrated in Summit County 





(Hudson) but not in Portage. 


tudy assumes the Kent route would compete 
or the sare market as an “early-te 
hrough Aurora. Another factor in the 

consulting team’s recommendation is that 


’ line 





for transit 








a Rail, bus alternatives 


include Park & Ride 


LP) 


Nineteen new Park & Ride 
lots are assumed as part of 
the commuter rail alterna- 
tive, same located at rail 
stations and some at 
feeder bus stations or (in 
the western section of the 
corridor, not served by rail) 
at express bus stations. 
Fourteen new lots serv 
xpress buses in Alterna: 











el #3, which has no rail ) 








1 





In the earlier phases of the 
CAC TRANS study, travel 
modes were analyzed separ 











None of the travel modes, 
taken secarately, provided 
solutions to all the problems 











ately to see how effectively 
each could address current 
or projected travel problems 
inthe corricor. 





Four transportation modes 
underwent detailed analysis 
and computer modeling: 

* highway improvements 

* expanded bus service 

* new commuter rail 

* anew Licht rail lire 





The study asked what levels 
of improvement would be 
required to achieve gotimal 
service or significant reduc-— 
tion of problems related to 
traffic congestion. 











that now exist or that are 
projected for the year 2025, 
the target date assured for 





One example is found in 
sare critically important 
stretches of State Route 8 
and Interstates I-76/I-77 
that ring downtown Akron. 
Here, of the six highway 
gotions that were included 
inthe study’ s initial screen- 
ing, even the most ambitious 
was unable to reduce traffic 
congestion to levels that 

are nommally considered 


acceptable. 

















For the upcoming phase of 
analysis, travel modes have 
been combined into dual- or 
multi-mode “packages” for 
three of the four altermmatives. 
Whether they perform better 
together will be explored 
using computer modeling. 














This cambination approach 
is most agearent in Altema- 
tive #4 (see Page 1 of this 
news brief), which layers: 

* commuter rail service 

* feecer bus systen 

* highway improvements 














including road widening 
* reversible lanes 
* express bus improvements 
* park & ride lots 

















Packaged with commuter rail and highway improvements, including reversible lanes that add highway capacity without adding 


paved surfaces, the “Enhanced Express 











inter-regional network. The three main goals and key features of the altemat 





Serve new 


Bus” altemative is designed to coordinate three 


isting bus services into a seamless 











tive are detailed below. 








* Rolling 





* Canton to Cleveland 
¢ Canton to Cuyahoga Falls/Chapel Hill Mall 


Acres/Montrose & Akron/Cuyahoga 

















Falls to University Circle in Cleveland 





* Create new Park & Ride lot at I-77/SR 21 with service to Cleveland 











¢ Add 13 other new Park & Ride lots throughout corridor 


Create “through—routes” to eliminate many transfers at county lines 








@ Akron-Canton (METRO X77 & SARTA 115) 








* Cleveland (METRO 











101 & GCRTA 77F) 


¢ Akron-Twinsburg—Cleveland (GCRTA 90X, 97X & METRO 103) 

















via Twinsburg industrial alignment 





or increase frequency of buses 





* Rolling Acres Mall to Cleveland via 


1~16/1-T7 (change to existing 
METRO X61) 








* Akron/Cuyahoga Falls to Cleveland 
via SR 8/1-271/I-80/I-77 (change 
to existing METRO X60) 








¢ Combine/adjust METRO X70/X71/ 
X72 to improve service in an eastern 
crescent that serves Akron-Tallmadge— 
Kent-Street sboro-Twinsburg-Cleveland 














The Highway alternative is designed to address specific problem areas. The potential improvements Listed below will be 








analyzed and canputer modeled in the next phase of the study, and the final recommendation is likely to be another multi-— 





modal hybrid. Here are highlights of the alternative as now proposed: 


Summit County 





* Widen I-77 from 4 to 6 lanes 
between SR 21 & Miller/Ridgewood 
Rds [4miles of construction] 





* Widen I-77 to 8 lanes between 
SR 261 (Wooster Ave) and Miller/ 
Ridgewood Rds [3 miles] 


* Widen I-77 to 8 lanes south of 
Archwood Ave to SR 241 [7 miles] 


* Widen the shared segment of 
I-77/I-76 to 10 lanes total (5 in each 
direction) in downtown Akron [4 miles] 


@ Widen I-271 from SR 8 to the Summit 
County Line [2.5 miles] 





* Widen SR 8 to 8 lanes north of I-76/I-77 
to Front Street/SR 59 [6 miles] 


Cuyahoga County 





* Costruct two reversible exoress lanes in 
each direction along I-77 fran just south 
of Pleasant Valley Rd to I-90, allowing 
5 lanes in each direction during peak 
hours [9 miles of construction] 








* Widen I-77 as necessary to allowa 
full 6 lanes from I-80 (Chio Turnpike) 
north to I-480 [9 miles] 


* Widen I-77 from 6 to 8 lanes north of 
I-480 to US 422/Woodland Ave [6 miles] 


* Widen I-271 from 6 to 8 lanes from the 
Summit County line to Rockside Rd 
[4miles] 


Stark County 


Widening I-77 in Stark County has not been 
proposed in the alternatives because signi fi-— 
cant improvements are already underway or 

committed. The Highway alternative recan- 








mends that ITS or “Intelligent Transportation 
System” improvements be employed to better 








utilize the existing roadway network. 
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How to add lanes without widening a highway 
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POIENTIAL 8—-LANE SECTION 


Where wide medians exist, additional lanes can sometimes fit within the 
right-of-way. This solution can minimize the delays, cost, disruption and 
\_ potential negative impacts often associated with new land acquisitions. 











This study is concerned primarily with long-range 
trips (more than 20 miles) 
within the 62-mile travel corridor. 


Highway portions of the study focus 
on these interstate highways 
and key traffic arteries: 

I-77, I-76, I-480, I-80, I-277, 

SR 8 and the Jennings Freeway. 





The highway improvements scenario that will serve as a starting point for 
all four altematives (shownasAltemate #1 cn the first page of this briefing 
sheet) is not designed as a “one size fits all” solution. 











Instead, the basic highway altemative to be tested in the next phase of 

CAC TRANS analysis is carefully tailored to address specific mle-+by-mile 
conditions that drivers encounter on major roads in the 62-mile travel 
corridor. Conditions on long stretches of roadway can turn from decent to 
dreadful with a single sharp curve, pinch point or a ramp designed for 

















traffic flows of 25 years ago. 








The alternative, therefore, is made up of small segments — often Just a few 
miles long — to correct or ease specific problems that were identified in 
the Study’ s Problem Assessment and Alternatives Design phases. 

















‘Purpose & Need’ provides measures to evaluate alternatives 








The CAC study’ s “Purpose and Need” statement is a federally-mandated canponent of all 
Major Investment Studies across the nation. The statement incorporates the reasons for doing 
the study and the camunity goals to be ret in a final “Preferred Investment Strategy.” 





Along with other mandated camponents, such as feedoack from public participation activities 
throughout the process, it provides an important touchstone in evaluating altematives’ perfor- 
mance. A few nuggets from the lengthy Purpose and Need statement follow below: 














“produce a technically sound and publicly supported decision on a transportation 
strategy to address growing traffic congestion in the corridor and to meet federal require- 
ments for investments that may utilize federal funding... 





... the study results from the growing congestion and safety problems along segments of 
the existing transportation system, which have led to inter- and intra-regional travel 
problems in the CAC corridor. 








.. It also results froma desire to omsicer altemative travel gotions and address the 
fproject’s] goals anddojectives ...” 

















The CAC TRANS study is administered by METRO 


on behalf of its neighboring Regional Transit Authorities Mit=yac-tea\\(-Me)olule)imyeg--lii-(e Mellie 


(RTAs) the Greater Cleveland RTA, Stark Area RIA 




















and Portage Area RIA; the region’s three Metropolitan In analysis and screening phases 
Plamning Organizations — Akron Metropolitan Area of the study, about a dozen original options 
Transportation Study (AMATS), Northeast Ohio Areawide were found to have “fatal flaws” and 
Coordinating Agency (NOACA) and Stark County Area were eliminated from further consideration. 





Transportation Study (SCATS); the Ohio Department of Elevated Transit ¢ 
Transportation’ s Office of Public Transportation, and 


‘ : . ‘ * Subway ¢ 
ODOT District 4 and District 12. 





* High-Speed Rail ¢* 
Persons wishing to be notified of public meetings and 
other pivotal events throughout the study can reach us by: 


* Magnetic Levitation Rail ¢ 


* Dedicated Busways * 


Mail * People Mover ¢ 
c/o Parsons Brinckerhoff * Monoteains 
Suite 400 Rockefeller Building 
. * Cleveland-Aurora Commuter Rail ¢ 
614 W. Superior Ave. 
Cleveland, OH 44113 * Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad ¢ 


¢ I-490 Extension ¢ 
Phone/Fax E.55 & I-77 to 
Phone 216-781-7888, Fax 216-781-7978 ae 

or our public involvement office 

Phone 216-371-3323, Fax 216-371-4024 





An at-grade light rail line was studied 
in some detail, but was also eliminated, 
E-mail Web site as was the approach of adding 
CACstudy@aol.com CACTRANS.org highway lanes ad infinitum. 








The CAC TRANS newsletter and special briefing sheets are periodic publications intended to heighten public awareness of issues associated 
with the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Major Investment Study. It is produced by project consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff 
and PB subcontractor Genevieve H. Ray / Urban Conservation & Design. © Copyright 2001Urban Conservation & Design 








DRAFT PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 


JANUARY 2002 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 





[he Coordinating Committee 
for the Canton-Akron-Cleve 
land Inter-Regional Travel 
Corridor Major Investment 
Study (CAC TRANS for 












































Highway 
Commuter Rail Z VY Highway improvements include 
: : widening, adding lanes, and 


upgrading and modernization 
of roads and interchanges. 
Proposals are focused on 

z ; 1-480 Interstates 77, 271 and 480, 
cs) 





at 
Commuter rail service 































































































short) has released a draft and on State Route 8. 
“preferred altemative” for lan fia ee WN =S 
: owntown Cleveland, a) — 
commen BEDFORD 
pele i i aa with these stations: = 
proved by local planning ¢ North Coast Harbor 7 SN ITS 
‘ oe ay 
ae ° E. 55th & Euclid rR 
guide certain key transcorta- ° E. 88th & Union : SR 82 TWINSBURG 
tion decisions for the next * Garfield Heights CEDONIA, <% 
quarter-century in the <Baduid - 6 ¢ ‘a ITS, short for 
Canton-Akron—Cleveland : ~ —aaDeon ST Intelligent 
° Macedonia | See Transportation 
1 id a 303 p 
7 e Hudson e & Y, PSs \ Systems,” will 
+ Guisnacaeale sae = ° /s se be included at 
The Committee has com- pyengge re ¥ 5 = Xs various loca- 
pleted technical analyses of * Tallmadge Ave - 2 tions in the 
. . (north Akron) Cun snoG! EG corridor (see 
multiple highway improve- Extotision of . sa Oa Page 2 for more 
ment strategies and transit commuter rail fee - information) 
aptions to actress traffic service from La aa A, 
ae eae Tallmadge Ave. at S 
congestion and to achieve south into down- . 7776 ws “35 
certain mobility and environ- town Akron and n eo ‘ 
mental goals in the corridor. then to Canton ie: 
is envisioned in haz 
later-phase a 
The draft proposal includes ered “4 Express Bus 
a combination of highway 4, a _— 
improvements, bus service i 
upgrades and new commuter SUMMIT & = = 
: . ; : OUNTY : 
vail service inthe corridor. 7 STARK New express 
NORTH . 
CANTON bus service 
from Canton 
to Cleveland; 
new connec- 
The draft preferred altemative is the result of a refinement process that began tions to rail 
with the identification of a wide range of potential transportation modes, firan 3 stations, and 
high-speed rail and light rail to expanded lus service to new highway construction. 0 ‘ on Bus 
ae . ys30_~ \ service 
These alternative modes were studied independently and same discarded when improvements 
found unsuitable for the corridor or unlikely to solve its congestion problems. Then several modal throughout 
carbinations (e.g. highway plus rail or highway plus bus) were identified, analyzed using carputer the corridor 
modeling and other tools, refined, analyzed again and recanbined to produce the preferred alterative. 














Potential modes 
identified 
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Single modes Multi-mode 
tested & analyzed = alternatives tested = 








Preferred 
Alternative 





Multi-modes 
refined & re-tested 


Drafted 























During the course of the major investment study, numerous highway alternatives, each made up of varying carbinations 

















of improvements to the Corridor’ s major roadways, were analyzed using carputer models to determine their effective 


ness in solvi 


an. 








ing congestion problems. The draft highway alternative picks “the best of the best” and carbines them in 








set of highway improvements. The alternative is scaled back from same of the more extensive packages of 


improvements modeled during the analysis phase, and essentially proposes adding one lane in each direction to portions 


of 


* This proposal to be further refined 
as part of Innerbelt Study 





I-71, 








I-77 Cuyahoga County 








1-271 and SR 8 in both Summit and Cuyahoga Counties. 





from E. 9th to US 422: 
widen from 6 to 7 lanes 
(add one auxiliary lane 
southbound) 


I-71 Cuyahoga County 
from I-90 to SR 176: 
widen from 5 to 7 lanes * 
(add 1 lane each direction) 


2391-77 & 1-480 
improve interchange 
(configuration not yet defined) 


I-77 Cuyahoga County 
from I-480 to Rockside Rd: 
widen from 6 to 8 lanes 
(add 1 lane each direction) 


I-77 Cuyahoga County 








Highway 


Cuyahoga 
County 

















from Pleasant Valley Rd 
to I-80: widen from 4 to 6 
lanes (add 1 lane each direc- 
tion) 





























I-77 Cuyahoga County 
from I-490 to I-480: 
widen from 6 to 8 lanes 
(add 1 lane each direction) 


1-271 Cuyahoga County on 
section shared with 1-480: 
widen from 6 to 8 lanes 
(add 1 lane each direction) 














Lligent Transportation Systems” 
improved management of traffic accident 

















Summit & Stark Counties 


I-77 from I-80 to Ghent Rd * 
I-77 from Ghent Rd to US 30 
I-76 fram I-77 to 1-277 

I-271 fran I-77 to I-480 * 
I-277 fron I-76 to I-77 

SR 8 from Graham Rd to 
Central Interchange 


* 









































imited ITS features 





(ITS) increase capacity through 
ts, increased information for 
travelers, and control of vehicle access to freeways during peak pericds. 


The draft preferred altemative calls for TTS improverents as follows: 


























Cuyahoga County 
I-77 from US 422 to I-80 
I-71 from I-90 to SR 176 
I-90 from I-77 to I-71 
SR 176 from I-71 to I-480 
I-480 from SR 176 to the 
1-271 merge 








Highway Draft alternative expands 
onds)) bus service, Park & Ride 
Summit 
County 





New express bus routes, improvements to 








existing bus service and a dozen new Park— 


1-271 Summit County ieiiuseuclak eee, aie 
from SR 8 to I-480: Graft preferredaltemative. 

















widen from 4 to 6 lanes 
Proposals for new or enhanced 











bus service incluce these: 
SR 8 Summit County 
from SR 303 to I-271: m Direct service from Rolling Acres Mall 
reconstruct as freeway and Montrose (Akron area) to Down- 


town Cleveland and University Circle 


m Express camuter bus providing service 
from Canton to Akron and Akron to 





I-77 Summit County Bedford during peak travel hours, and 
from |-271 to Ghent Rd: 
: from Cleveland to Akron and Canton 
widen from 4 to 6 lanes ; 
during off-peak hours 


m Service to Downtown Cleveland fron a 


I-77 Summit County new Richfield area Park & Ride lot 
CUYAHOGA from SR 21 to SR 162: 
widen from 4 to 6 lanes 





Park & Ride Lots (PsR, below) 





and other kinds of Transfer 
I-77 Summit County Centers (IC) play an important role by 
from SR 59 to Main St: serving both express bus and camuter 
widen from 6 to 8 lanes rail service. PsR Lot and TC locations 


are as follows: 


Interchange improve- Canton Area 
ments at freeway-to- ™ Downtown Canton Tc 
freeway connections 


. m Shuffel Drive & I-77 PsR 
surrounding downtown 
Akron m Canton North (US 62 & I-77) PsR 
. 


Belden Village (Everhard & I-77) psr 





























|-77 Summit County Akron Area 
from I-76/l-77 to East Ave: 
widen from 6 to 8 lanes 





@ Downtown Akron Tc 






































m South Plaza (Waterloo & Brown) TC/ PsR 
m@ Richfield Area Per 
Highway: m@ Tallmadge Avenue Depot (new rail 
eee | Why are Stark & Portage County projects missing? station/psr) 
The CAC TRANS study’s project list for highway improvements does not m Hudson Depot (new rail station/esr) 
include Stark or Portage Counties. In Stark County, all planned highway m Macedonia Depot (new rail station/Psr) 
lane additions on I-77 are either underway or are committed projects with Cl land Avee 
aoe m I-77 at SR 82 por 
In Portage County, highway improvements were never part of the CAC m 1-77/Brecksville & Rockside Rds 1c/PsR 
TRANS scope of work. Only the assessment of commuter rail service via m@ Randall Park Mall (I-480 & I-271) psr 
Kent was analyzed. That altemative was eventually removed fram consid- m@ Bedford Depot (new rail station/Psr) 
eration for purposes of this study because the Hudson rail alignment better m Garfield Heights Depot (new rail 
meets the needs and goals set for the CAC corridor. station/psr) 























Preliminary cost estimates have been prepared for the drat 





ft preferred altemative. Capital costs for fiscal year 2002 through 








2025 are summarized below. Totals are shown in Year 2000 dollars (“Year 2000 Constant”) . 






























































Improvements HIGHWAY BUS+ COMMUTER TOTALS 
by County: PARK & RIDE RAIL Phase | 
SUMMIT $ 356,500,000 $ 8,500,000 $ 85,500,000 $ 451 million 
CUYAHOGA 238,700,000 8,200,000 85,500,000 332 million 
STARK 2,700,000 3,800,000 7 million 
TOTAL (Rounded) 
Year 2000 Constant > §$ 598 million $ 20 million $171 million $ 790 million 
Revenue to implement the draft altemative’s key carponents will necessarily incluce a variety 
ah of sources, same of which are restricted to particular travel modes. Ohio’s Gas Tax can only 
27% be used to build and improve roadways. Typically, Federal Transit Authority (FTA) funds aare 
SS BUS, used only for transit. Federal Highway Trust Fund money may be used for both highway and 
Pave transit projects. Bus and Park & Ride may be funded by FTA funds and existing transit sales 
Sees taxes. New conmuter rail service may be funded by the FTA “New Starts” program, State 
Es cendtttnes General Revenue Funds and existing transit sales taxes. To camplete the entire package of 
highway and transit projects, additional funding — state and local — must be dotained. 














mates are based on the nunber of 








Commuter rail ridership esti 


boardings (one-way trips) that 





t riders are Likely tomake ma 





caily basis. Ridership estimates are as follows: 








Total Daily Commuter Rail Boardings 2,700 
Within Cuyahoga County 1,925 
Summit County to Cuyahoga County 500 
Within Summit County 275 


Daily Boardings by Station 





Cuyahoga County 


Summit County 


Bedford 420  =Tallmadge Ave 135 
Garfield Heights 535 Cuyahoga Falls 60 
E. 88th & Union 180 Hudson 160 
E. 55th & Euclid 105 Macedonia 175 


Downtown Cleveland 930 











The CAC TRANS study is administered by METRO 
on behalf of its neighboring Regional Transit Authorities 
(RTAs) Greater Cleveland RIA, Stark Area RTA and 
Portage Area RIA; the region’s three Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, Akron Metropolitan Area 
Transportation Study (AMATS), Northeast Chio 
Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) and Stark 
County Area Transportation Study (SCATS); andthe 
Ohio Department of Transportation’ s Office of Public 
Transportation and ODOT’ s District 4 and District 12 











How to Contact the CAC TRANS Study 





Mail — c/o Parsons Brinckerhoff, Suite 400 Rockefeller 
Building, 614 W. Superior Ave., Cleveland, OH 44113 





Phone/Fax — Phone 216-781-7888, Fax 216-781-7978 
or our public involverent office Phone 216-371-3323, 
Fax 216-371-4024 





E-mail — CACstudy@aol.com 


Web site — ww.akronmetro.org/CAC/default .htm 
(web address changed since last newsletter) 








The CAC TRANS newsletter and special briefing sheets are periodic publications intended to heighten public awareness of issues associated 


with the Canton-Akron-Cleveland Inter-Regional Major Investment Study. 
and PB subcontractor Genevieve H. Ray / Urban Conservation & Design. 


It is produced by project consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff 


© Copyright 2001Urban Conservation & Design 
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Goal/Objective Measure 
H1 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
Goal 1: Improve inter-regional mobility. No Build Widening Widening Reversible [Reversible |Widening 
Objectives No Transit Hudson Bus Hudson Kent 
Produce travel-time savings, especially for relatively longer-distance trips. Change in travel time between and withinmajor cities in 
corridor (e.g., Canton-Cleveland, Canton-Akron, Akron- 
Cleveland) 
Transit Travel Time Savings: 
Canton-Clevelan n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Canton-Akron n/a -35.0 -50.0 -30.0 -50.0 -50.0 
Akron-Clevelani n/a -11.0 -17.0 -5.0 -17.0 -11.0 
Hudson-Clevelan n/a -2.7 -15.0 0.0 -15.0 0.0) 
Kent-Clevelan n/a -15.4 0.0 -5.0 0.0 -32.0| 
Highway Travel Time Savings: 
Canton-Clevelan n/a -3.1 75 -7.2 -10.7 -5.3 
Canton-Akron n/a -1.0 -3.2 -0.9 -3.2 -1.4 
Akron-Clevelani n/a -3.2 -3.3 -6.8 5.9 -5.0 
Hudson-Clevelan n/a -2.0 -1.0 5.5 -14 -3.9 
Kent-Clevelan n/a -2.3 0.1 5.7 -0.5 4.1 
Mode Split} Transit 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 
Highway| 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 93.7% 
Highway x Mode Split + Transit x Mode Split} n/a 23.4 75 -7.2 -10.7 -5.3 
n/a -1.3 -3.6 -1.2 -3.6 -1.9 
n/a -3.1 -3.3 -6.4 -5.7 48 
n/a -1.9 -11 -5.2 -15 -3.7 
n/a -2.3 0.1 -5.4 -0.5 4.2 
Weighted Travel Time -11.8 -15.5 -25.4 -22.0 -19.9 
Reduce congestion on major inter and intra-regional facilities Roadway miles at LOS E-F 167 120 111 116 118 115 
(Primary Purpose). Goal is LOS D. 
Improve safety on specific segments (Need). Change from H1 miles at LOS E-F 0 -47 -56 -51 -49 -52 
n/a -28% -34% -31% -29% -31% 
Percentage change from H1 
Number of at-grade crossings on rail lines (to be used 
primarily to differentiate between rail alignments) na na oS na o 
Does sub-regional improvement achieve current design 
standards?1 
Provide mobility options for both work and non-work trips. i is i ice.? 
ity op Pp: Population of traffic analysis zones served by transit service. 1,357,618 1,357,618 1,740,974 1,667,106) 1,740,974| 1,762,856 
Change from No Build n/a 0 383,356 309,488 383,356 405,238 
Percentage increase (over No Build ) of potential employees 
carved na 0% 28% 23% 28% 30% 
Increase transit utilization. it trips 
Number of new transit trips nia -181 5,069 -40 5,032 4,289 
Goal 2: Enhance economic development. 
Objectives 
Widen employment opportunities for citizens throughout the corridor. Number of employees in traffic analysis zones served by 
transit 804,911 804,911 984,808 925,441 984,808 999,347 
Change from No Build n/a 0 179,897 120,530 179,897 194,436 
Percentage increase (over No Build ) of potential employees ‘ i i 7 ‘i 
served n/a 0% 22% 15% 22% 24% 
Support welfare-to-work and reverse-commute initiatives. 
Total reverse commute ridership on transit services. ” 4,499 4,506 4,480 4,535 4,537 4,562 
Low-income/minority reverse commute ridership 2,433 2,432 2411 2,444 2,439 2,455 
Change from H1 low-income/minority reverse commute 0 1 23 u 6 2 
ridership 
Provide greater access to special events and entertainment venues Removed from consideration, not applicable at this stage of analysis 
throughout the corridor. 
Improve inter-regional freight movement. Change in travel time between and within major cities in 
corridor (same as 1a) (e.g., Canton-Cleveland, Canton-Akron, 
Akron-Cleveland--same locations as in 1a) 
Highway Travel Time Savings: 
Canton-Cleveland n/a -3.1 75 -7.2 -10.7 5.3 
Canton-Akron n/a -1.0 -3.2 -0.9 -3.2 -14 
Akron-Cleveland n/a -3.2 -3.3 -6.8 5.9 -5.0 
Hudson-Cleveland n/a -2.0 -1.0 5.5 -14 -3.9 
Kent-Cleveland n/a -2.3 0.1 | -0.5 41 
-11.6 -14.9 -26.1 -21.7 -19.7 
Change in daily freight capacity on the congested freight rail 
lines, weighted between Kent and Hudson lines based on n/a 0 14% 0% 14% 5% 
number of impacted miles of service. 
Encourage multi-modal design features in new development Removed from consideration, not applicable at this stage of analysis 
Goal 3: Preserve and protect the natural and social environment. 
Objectives 
Help improve air quality. Air quality factors from air quality model. 
Composite Pollutant Burden 
CO Burden n/a -2.16% -3.16% -2.62% -2.78% -3.08% 
NOx Burden n/a 0.19% -0.15% -0.04% -0.06% -0.07% 
VOC Burden n/a -1.14% -1.87% -1.53% -1.65% -1.79% 
Minimize noise impacts. Noise factors from noise model. 
Protect sensitive areas, such as historic and cultural sites, wetlands acreage, ; 
and parklands acreage. For wetlands, parklands, etc., acres of impacted land. 
Highway| 
Transit 
For Cultural and Historic: number of sites impacted by new 
right-of-way or facilities. 
Highway] 0 181 181 181 181 181 
Transit 0 0 275 81 218 192 
Minimi: ighborhood and ity disruption. 
inimize-neighbomaed and:community disruption Miles of new facilities outside of existing ROW. For areas with 
disused rail ROW, we will note this specific situation. 
Address environmental justice concerns by carefully assessing Low income-minority zones that adjoin improvements (#of 1,222 1,222 1,480 1,457 1,480 1,515 
disproportionate impacts. zones) 
, 0 0 258 235 258 293 
Change from No-Build 
’ 0% 0% 21% 19% 21% 24% 
Percent Change from No-Build 
Promote land use and development policies and transportation strategies that} Removed from consideration, not applicable at this stage of analysis 
are consistent and mutually supportive 
Goal 4: Develop a cost-effective investment strategy. 
Objectives 
Assure that overall benefits warrant their overall costs throughout the corridor. 
Highway Measure 
FTA Cost/New Rider n/a n/a 41.7 n/a 42.0 50.2 
Commuter Rail 
Annual Operating Cost (millions) 0 0 14.8 $0.0 14.8 16.7 
Annualized Capital Cost (millions) 0 0 33.3 $0.0 33.3 32.5 
Bus 
Annual Operating Cost (millions) 0 0 $10 $14 $10 $10 
NOACA 0 0 8.92 $10.02 8.92 8.92 
AMATS 0 0 136 $4.51 135 135 
SCATS 0 0 -$0.23 -$0.35 -$0.23 -$0.23 
0 0 1.05 $3.03 1.05 1.07 





Annualized Capital Cost (millions) 

















Identify a fiscally realistic strategy. 


Projections of available revenue compared to costs assigned 
to region. 





Assure that both benefits and costs are shared equitably. 


Removed from consideration, not applicable at this stage of an 


alysis 





Include evaluation of each mode’s “true costs”. 





To be determined. 














Goal 5: Reach consensus on an investment strategy. 


Some on committee suggested eliminating these objectives, 
as they essentially are outcomes, not measures 








Objectives removed from consideration 





1 Denotes criteria that are applicable to evaluating sub-regional highway projects only 


? Denotes criteria that are not applicable to evaluating sub-regional highway projects 
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Summary of Responses 
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APPENDIX N: Details of Preferred Alternative Strategy 


Highway Improvements Map (H9 / P1) 
Level of Service Map and Tables (H9 / P1) 
Mode Choice Table (P1) 

Commuter Rail Ridership (P/A Table - P1) 
Highway Capital and Operating Costs 


Oy" Oe Ser 00S Ie FS 


Transit Capital and Operating Costs 
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I-77 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 6 TO 7 LANES 
(ADD SB AUXILIARY LANE) 
FROME. 9TH TO US 422 


I-71 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 570 7 LANES 
FROM I-90 TO SR 176 


I-77 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 6 TO 8 LANES 
FROM 1-490 TO 1-480 


I-77 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 4TO 6 LANES 
FROM |-480 TO ROCKSIDE 


I-77 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 4 TO 6 LANES 
FROM PLEASANT VALLEY TO I-80 


d2\PROUGETE\21 431R_CACMIGNTASKG\TASK B\HIGLNAY OFTIONS\CUVAIOGA 6O\CUYHOFUTI1—D7 


1-271 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 6 TO 8LANES 
FROM 1-480 TO 1-480 (SPLIT) 


s 


PE PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF 
Hen Supper Aurea. ‘Sie. 
Guvelernd, prier) 

DATE 


12/13/01 


TOTAL ROADWAY LANES 


TWO LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 
THREE LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 
THREE LANES SB/FOUR LANES NB 


FOUR LANES NB/THREE LANES SB 


FOUR LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 
FREEWAY TO FREEWAY 


SYSTEM INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM 


F 
S: 
co 
FROM US 422 TO 1-80 


-71_ CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
FROM 1-90 TO SR 176 


-90 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
FROM I-77 TO I-71 


R176 CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
FROM I-71 TO 1-480 


-480 | CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
FROM SR 176 TO I-271 MERGE 

















Canton-Akron-Cleveland MIS 


Exclusively Cuyahoga County 





H9 Proposed Number of Roadway Lanes 


1-271 SUMMIT COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 4TO 6 LANES 
FROM SR 8 TO I-480 


TOTAL ROADWAY LANES 


TWO LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 

THREE LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 
SR8 SUMMIT COUNTY FOUR LANES IN EACH DIRECTION 
RECONSTRUCT AS FREEWAY 


FROM SR 30370 1-271 FREEWAY TO FREEWAY 
SYSTEM INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


1-77 SUMMIT COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 4T0 6 LANES 
ROM 1-271 TO GHENT RD 


1-77 SUMMIT COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 4T0 6 LANES \ | INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM 


FROM SR 2170 SR 162 


-80 TO GHENT RD (ATIS) 


I. SUMMIT COUNTY 
FROM GHENT RD TO END OF SCATS 


e 1-76 SUMMIT COUNTY 
FROM I-77 TO 1-277 
1-77 SUMMIT COUNTY 1 e 1-271 SUMMIT COUNTY 
WIDEN FROM 6 TO 8LANES b ROM I-77 TO 1-480 (ATIS) 
FROM I-76/I-77 TO EAST AVE Z e 277 SUMMIT COUNTY 
iy -77 SUMMIT COUNTY FROM I-76 TO I-77 
WIDEN FROM 6 TO 8LANES @SR8 SUMMIT COUNTY 
FROM SR 5970 MAIN ST FROM GRAHAM RD TO CENTRAL INTERCHANGE 


ATIS - ADVANCE TRAVELER INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 




















BB titiseiee mn = Canton-Akron-Cleveland MIS 
H9 Recommended Number of Roadway Lanes 
Exclusively Summit County 


#E\ PRU ECTS 21 43UR_GARMAS\TASIS\ TASK O\HIDRMAY OFRONS\SUMMAT CI) SUMHLI 16-1 
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P1 Alternative Year 2025 Level of Service 
Uses H9 Highway Alternative 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 
SCATS 1996 


Level of Service (LOS) Legend 


Expressway Arterial 


Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. VIC 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio {| M5 and H1 | M5 minus H1 
US 42 to SR 176 86,100 86,400 1.00 83,100 86,400 0.96 -3.5% 0 

SR 176 to I-90 89,100 61,700 1.44 88,600 80,000 tad -23.3% 18300 
a es =. Va (ee Ee ee 
-76 |End of AMATS to SR 21 34,500 0.70 37,200 37,200 48,900 49,400 0.99 48,800 49,400 0.99 0 
SR 21 (Expressway) to Cleveland Massillon Road 42,550 0.86 46,200 38,600 66,500 49,400 1.35 66,400 74,000 0.90 24600 
-76 |Cleveland Massillon Road to Barber Road 48,950 0.99 49,300 47,800 71,300 49,400 1.44 73,100 74,000 0.99 24600 
-76 |Barber Road to State Street 54,050 1.09 53,900 48,900 78,000 49,400 1.58 80,100 74,000 1.08 24600 
-76 |State Street to SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) 49,400 1.00 48,900 44,400 73,000 49,400 1.48 73,700 74,000 1.00 24600 
-76 |SR 619 (Wooster/East Road) to |-277 54,000 1.09 57,200 60,600 65,000 49,400 1.32 65,100 74,000 0.88 24600 
-76 ||-277 to Kenmore Blvd. 45,000 0.91 54,900 61,900 40,300 49,400 0.82 41,200 53,300 0.77 3900 
-76 |Kenmore Blvd. To Battles Avenue 45,000 0.91 55,400 65,800 39,200 49,400 0.79 40,000 53,300 0.75 3900 
-76 |Battles Avenue to I-77 49,050 58,400 70,300 40,500 49,400 41,300 53,300 
Section Same as |-77 













































































SR 30 to 6th Street 59,680 59,680 90,800 74,000 92,200 80,000 
6th Street to SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) 65,040 65,040 94,200 74,000 95,800 80,000 
SR 172 (Tuscarawas Avenue) to 13th Street N.W. 74,200 69,140 99,400 74,000 101,300 80,000 
13th Street N.W. to SR 687 (Fulton Drive) 81,870 81,870 111,400 98,700 113,600 106,600 
SR 687(Fulton Drive) to US 62 74,690 74,690 99,100 74,000 101,000 80,000 
US 62 to Belden Village Road 76,060 76,060 90,200 74,000 91,100 80,000 
Belden Village Road to Whipple/Everhard Road 57,050 67,790 71,700 74,000 72,500 80,000 
Whipple/Everhard Road to Portage Road 57,790 60,240 95,500 74,000 96,600 80,000 
C-228 (Portage Road) to North of Wayview Street 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,700 80,000 
North of Wayview Street to Shuffel Drive 60,240 86,200 74,000 86,700 80,000 
Shuffel Drive to North of Mount Pleasant Street 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
Mount Pleasant Street to End of SCATS 60,240 91,900 74,000 91,800 80,000 
End of AMATS to Airport Road 60,250 51,100 49,100 91,400 74,000 91,300 80,000 
Airport Road to SR 241 64,200 48,900 52,500 94,100 74,000 94,100 80,000 
SR 241 to Arlington Road 76,250 61,700 70,500 106,200 74,000 113,000 80,000 
Arlington Road to |-277 85,850 72,400 85,900 102,300 74,000 111,700 80,000 
|-277 to Waterloo 105,100 71,900 82,700 97,800 74,000 112,100 80,000 
Waterloo Road to SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) 105,100 79,500 90,900 106,300 74,000 121,900 80,000 
SR 764 (Wilbeth Avenue) to Archwood Avenue 109,450 82,400 93,700 107,100 74,000 123,400 80,000 
Archwood Avenue to I-76 120,050 90,800 102,300 115,300 98,700 132,600 106,600 
I-76 to Grant Street 109,950 91,300 97,500 114,100 98,700 126,300 | 106,600 
Grant Street to Bellows Street 112,100 96,600 85,900 117,800 98,700 130,600 106,600 
Bellows Street to Broadway/Main Street 112,100 86,600 92,400 110,200 98,700 124,500 | 106,600 
Broadway/Main Street to Russell 106,200 96,700 100,200 115,900 86,400 133,200 106,600 
Russell to SR 59 106,200 92,100 87,600 107,400 74,000 123,800 | 106,600 
SR 59 to East Avenue 119,400 102,300 103,200 127,200 98,700 143,600 106,600 
East Avenue to I-76 split 104,550 91,800 90,000 93,200 74,000 108,400 | 106,600 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) 90,000 87,600 81,800 98,800 74,000 113,600 80,000 
SR 261 (Wooster Avenue) to SR 162 (Copley Road) 82,750 83,400 68,900 95,600 74,000 112,500 80,000 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to White Pond Drive 77,400 78,900 63,800 88,100 49,400 111,500 80,000 
White Pond Drive to Miller Avenue 76,850 76,400 57,600 87,900 49,400 111,000 80,000 
Miller Avenue to Ridgewood Road 76,850 55,500 43,000 64,700 49,400 84,400 80,000 
Ridgewood Road to Cleveland Massillon Road 63,800 59,900 47,500 70,800 49,400 91,900 80,000 
Cleveland Massillon Road to SR 21 merge 52,650 47,600 38,600 52,300 49,400 66,300 80,000 
SR 21 to SR 18 74,800 59,800 64,400 88,000 74,000 97,900 80,000 
SR 18 to Ghent Road 49,150 40,500 50,500 65,100 74,000 72,600 80,000 
Ghent Road to SR 176 (Wheatly Road) 49,350 40,500 49,400 70,300 49,400 76,400 74,000 
SR 176 (Wheatly Road) to |-271 54,150 43,900 59,400 66,400 49,400 67,900 74,000 
1-271 to SR 21 47,900 37,100 38,600 63,400 49,400 63,700 49,400 
SR 21 to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 39,100 23,300 39,100 42,500 49,400 42,100 49,400 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to End of AMATS 39,100 32,300 39,100 46,700 49,400 46,600 49,400 
End of NOACA model to Miller Road 39,576 64,850 49,400 64,750 80,000 
Miller Road to SR 82 (Royalton Road) 50,460 43,350 75,150 49,400 77,850 80,000 
SR 82 to Wallings Road 58,603 54,730 78,050 49,400 98,250 80,000 
Wallings Road to Pleasant Valley Road 65,110 67,340 82,650 49,400 105,650 80,000 
Pleasant Valley Road to Rockside Road 76,262 80,900 96,650 74,000 107,550 80,000 
Rockside Road to !-480 54,039 38,630 75,950 61,700 87,050 80,000 
1-480 to SR 21 (Brecksville Road) 75,008 109,260 95,450 74,000 116,550 106,600 
SR 21 (Brecksville Road) to Grant Avenue 91,918 126,170 101,500 74,000 123,700 106,600 
Grant Avenue to Harvard Avenue 82,601 115,290 94,500 74,000 115,600 106,600 
Harvard Avenue to Fleet Avenue 81,495 110,570 92,800 74,000 115,000 106,600 
Fleet Avenue to Pershing Avenue 93,808 102,500 74,000 125,700 106,600 
Pershing Avenue to SR 14 (Broadway) 90,213 111,450 100,500 74,000 123,300 106,600 
SR 14 (Broadway) to I-490 89,861 108,270 96,500 74,000 119,800 106,600 
1-490 to US 422 (Woodland Avenue) 75,720 87,250 86,600 74,000 95,000 80,000 
US 422 (Woodland Avenue) to East 14th/22nd 61,091 85,460 68,600 74,000 75,600 86,400 
East 14th/22nd to |-90 9,510 E 19,800 24,700 E 21,100 24,700 
































































































































































































































































































































































































































1-77 to SR 21 34,500 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 21 to 1-271 79,800 74,000 #DIV/0! 
1-271 to SR 8 32,900 76,900 76,900 #N/A 
SR 8 to 1-480 26,350 74,000 74,000 1.1% 
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BRINCKERHOFF Alternative P1 (H9 Improvements) P1Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 





‘Travel Demand Model Output - Second Round Exist. V/C H1 - No Build + Committed P1 (H-9 Improvements) 

Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name_|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio | M5 and H1 | M5 minus H1 

-71 to Fairfield Avenue 127,310 123,610 113,900 98,700 118,100 106,600 

Fairfield Avenue to Broadway Avenue 140,173 134,660 119,300 98,700 123,900 106,600 

Broadway Avenue to Ontario Street 127,950 112,990 105,200 98,700 109,600 106,600 

Ontario Street to East 9th Street 110,600 90,020 86,100 74,000 91,000 80,000 

East 9th Street to I-77 92,931 127,160 74,400 74,000 76,600 80,000 

-77 to East 22nd Street 101,864 112,970 93,800 74,000 97,200 77,000 

East 22nd Street to Carnegie Avenue 103,543 104,260 93,300 74,000 97,600 77,000 

Carnegie Avenue to Prospect Avenue 95,274 107,510 88,300 74,000 91,600 74,000 

Prospect Avenue to US 322 (Chester Avenue) 91,847 98,510 85,300 74,000 87,700 74,000 









































-77 to SR 303 26,850 E 21,900 37,700 30,900 49,400 31,600 49,400 
SR 303 to Ohio Turnpike 23,250 21,300 32,000 28,100 51,300 28,000 51,300 
Ohio Turnpike to SR 8 23,250 21,300 32,000 28,100 49,400 28,000 49,400 
SR 8 (Akron-Cleveland Road) to SR 82 (Aurora Road) {| 39,150 36,000 30,700 38,900 49,400 39,200 74,000 
SR 82 (Aurora Road) to End of AMATS 51,200 45,200 50,800 48,300 49,400 48,800 74,000 
|-480/l-271 merge to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 98,198 82,470 114,500 74,000 114,500 98,700 
SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Forbes Road 76,691 72,650 89,900 74,000 92,600 98,700 
Forbes Road to I-480/I-271 Split 88,039 93,220 101,000 74,000 110,400 98,700 
|-480/l-271 Split to Rockside Road 44,511 51,440 46,600 49,400 49,600 49,400 












































I-76 to Waterloo Road 52,200 50,200 47,500 69,000 74,000 E 68,400 80,000 
Waterloo Road to SR 93 (Manchester Road) 52,200 40,300 38,700 58,100 74,000 57,000 80,000 
SR 93 (Manchester Road) to Main Street 59,550 52,200 56,900 72,900 74,000 72,800 80,000 
Main Street to I-77 59,150 E 48,000 53,300 69,000 74,000 0.93 70,400 80,000 


| 
SR 94 (State Road) to SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) 77,244 : 90,950 101,800 98,700 103,500 98,700 
SR 176 (Jennings Freeway) to SR 17(Brookpark Road N/A N/A 41,000 74,100 39,000 78,000 
SR 17 (Brookpark Road) to I-77 91,606 0.93 104,590 93,400 98,700 93,300 | 106,600 
|-77 to Transportation Blvd. 112,135 1.14 118,260 121,000 98,700 129,400 106,600 
Transportation Blvd. to SR 17 (Granger Road) 101,385 1.03 114,720 112,800 98,700 121,800 106,600 
31,800 












































SR 17 (Granger Road) to SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) 89,844 0.91 105,450 103,800 98,700 112,900 106,600 
SR 14 (Broadway Avenue) to Lee Road 91,475 0.93 110,240 111,000 98,700 120,000 106,600 
Lee Road to Warrensville Road 99,675 1.01 129,300 126,400 98,700 135,100 106,600 
Warrensville Road to SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) 80,785 0.82 100,180 117,300 98,700 125,700 | 106,600 
SR 422/SR 8 (Northfield Road) to Frontage Road 24,198 0.49 32,690 34,200 49,400 39,200 53,300 
Frontage Road to Rockside Road 39,254 0.79 30,980 48,700 49,400 54,000 53,300 
Rockside Road to |-480/I-271 Merge 43,529 0.88 41,780 54,500 49,400 60,800 49,400 
Section Same as |-271 98,198 #DIV/0! 

End of AMATS to SR 82 (Aurora Road) 41,200 0.83 37,200 









































67,800 49,400 1.37 67,200 49,400 











SR 14 (Broadway) to I-77 48,234 38,180 
I-77 to East 55th Street 36,658 F 20,210 


49,500 86,400 48,900 86,400 

38,000 74,000 E 36,900 74,000 
es ee eee 
|-76 to Carroll Street 112,700 97,200 107,500 90,500 74,000 : 107,100 80,000 
Carroll Street to Buchtel Avenue 112,700 88,700 91,400 84,900 74,000 96,400 80,000 
Buchtel Avenue to SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) 112,100 97,700 96,700 98,700 74,000 110,800 80,000 
SR 59 Temp. (Perkins Street) to Glenwood Avenue 116,750 104,200 110,200 95,500 74,000 107,500 80,000 
Glenwood Avenue to SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) 97,800 93,300 98,000 92,400 74,000 103,700 80,000 
SR 261 (Talmadge Avenue) to Gorge Blvd. 95,200 90,800 97,900 96,000 74,000 107,400 80,000 
Gorge Blvd. to Howe Road 87,750 84,600 95,000 88,600 74,000 99,900 80,000 
Howe Road to Broad Blvd. 89,500 84,900 85,800 99,600 74,000 106,000 80,000 
Broad Blvd. to Portage Trail 89,500 76,800 78,800 91,700 74,000 97,500 80,000 
Portage Trail to Front Street 80,750 66,800 72,300 92,100 74,000 94,000 80,000 
Front Street to 2nd Street 80,750 56,400 52,000 84,700 74,000 85,200 80,000 
2nd Street to Hudson Drive 72,900 49,300 52,400 77,600 74,000 78,100 80,000 
Hudson Drive to Graham Road 72,900 51,800 53,700 82,400 74,000 82,800 80,000 
Graham Road to Steels Corner Road 60,600 41,700 38,000 68,800 74,000 67,100 74,000 
Steels Corner Road to Seasons Road 48,050 25,100 30,700 50,800 74,000 49,000 74,000 
Seasons Road to SR 303 48,050 25,000 30,700 84,500 74,000 84,400 74,000 
SR 303 to Boston Mills Road 46,850 28,500 29,900 59,000 39,700 61,200 49,400 
Boston Mills Road to Ohio Turnpike (I-80) 46,850 25,700 33,900 48,800 39,700 50,900 49,400 
Ohio Turnpike (I-80) to Hines Hill Road 37,050 25,700 32,000 39,000 39,700 40,400 49,400 
Hines Hill Road to Twinsburg Road 37,000 30,600 #N/A #N/A 49,400 #N/A 49,400 
Twinsburg Road to 1-271 37,000 5 30,600 #N/A #N/A 49,400 #N/A 49,400 





| 
71 to West 7th Street 68,234 ; 45,460 61,600 | 98,700 : 61,400 | 98,700 
West 7th Street to SR 14 (Broadway) 78,597 45,780 71,100] 98,700 73,300] 98,700 
| 






































































































































Fair Oaks Road to Oakleaf Road 17,724 21,300 | 21,100 20,200 | 21,100 
Oakleaf Road to Forbes Road 20,890 24,700 19,300 21,800 19,300 
Forbes Road to Henry Street 18,762 22,100 12,800 21,200 12,800 
Henry Street to William Street 17,780 20,500 10,400 19,300 10,400 
William Street to Pinecrest Drive 12,759 15,900 13,100 14,400 13,100 
Pinecrest Drive to Taylor Street 13,552 23,200 35,500 21,300 | 35,500 
Taylor Street to Egbert Road/Union Street 15,974 10,540 23,800 | 23,000 22,500 | 23,000 
Egbert Road/Union Street to Powers Road 23,408 33,400 29,600 31,900 | 29,600 
Powers Road to Grace Street 24,917 34,000 16,800 32,900 | 16,800 
Grace Street to Grand Blvd. 15,347 21,800 29,400 20,600 29,400 
Grand Blvd. To Rockside Road 16,853 14,020 24,300 | 30,000 22,600 | 30,000 
Rockside Road to Flora Drive 23,555 25,500 34,500 23,200 34,500 
Flora Drive to Lafayette/Clement Street 18,993 19,800 | 39,900 17,600 | 39,900 
Lafayette/Clement Street to Lee Road 20,538 20,400 25,800 18,400 | 25,800 
Lee Road to Maple Heights Blvd. 16,064 17,000 | 29,500 15,300 | 29,500 
Maple Heights Blvd. To SR 17 (Libby Road) 20,717 22,400 18,400 20,200 18,400 
SR 17 (Libby Road) to Greenhurst Drive 19,939 22,400 29,200 20,200 | 29,200 
Greenhurst Drive to McCraken Road 19,860 18,700 34,900 16,400 | 34,900 
McCraken Road to |-480 19,254 E 19,000 12,800 17,300 12,800 
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BRINCKERHOFF Alternative P1 (H9 Improvements) P1Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND Existing Volumes: NOACA from 1993 TDM 


AMATS from 1997 Map 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR SCATS from 1998 Map 


MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY ODOT Volumes: NOACA 1992 (SR176 1999) 
AMATS 1992 





Exist. VIC 
Multi-Modal Alternatives Existing | w/2025 H1 ODOT 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 % Change Capacity 
Route |Segment on Highway Network Volumes Model Volumes Revised Model Revised Revised Model Revised vic Difference 
Name_|(Volumes from West to East or South to North) Capacities ADT Capacity V/C Ratio ADT Capacity V/C Ratio | M5 and H1 | M5 minus H1 

US 30 to Indian River Road 17,540 17,540 43,000 49,400 43,000 49,400 0.0% 
Indian River Road to SR 241 (Oberlin Road) 17,540 40,600 49,400 40,700 49,400 0.2% 
SR 241 (Oberlin Road) to Erie Street 14,980 14,980 41,300 49,400 41,400 49,400 0.2% 
Erie Street to Walnut Road 14,980 39,000 49,400 39,100 49,400 0.3% 
Walnut Road to Tremont Avenue 15,650 15,650 45,000 49,400 45,100 49,400 0.2% 
Tremont Avenue to Lincoln Way 15,650 15,650 42,000 49,400 42,000 49,400 0.0% 
Lincoln Way to Cherry Road 14,520 14,520 42,000 49,400 42,000 49,400 0.0% 
Cherry Road to Lake Avenue 12,230 12,230 34,700 49,400 34,800 49,400 0.3% 
Lake Avenue to Forty Corners Street 8,260 8,260 19,900 53,200 20,000 53,200 0.5% 
Forty Corners Street to Butterbridge Road 10,210 20,300 53,200 20,300 53,200 0.0% 
Butterbridge Road to SR 93 10,210 17,700 53,200 17,700 53,200 0.0% 
SR 93 to Arcadia Street 10,850 10,850 15,800 53,200 15,800 53,200 0.0% 
Arcadia Street to Marshallville Street 10,850 16,300 53,200 16,300 53,200 0.0% 
Marshallville Street to End of SCATS 10,850 18,300 53,200 18,200 53,200 -0.5% 
End of AMATS to SR 585 (Wooster Road) 15,700 15,400 28,600 30,100 28,000 30,100 -2.1% 
SR 585 (Wooster Road) to I-76 23,150 21,200 26,900 40,100 49,400 39,900 49,400 -0.5% 
I-76 to SR 261 (Wadworth Road) 21,750 19,600 30,900 47,900 49,400 41,500 49,400 -13.4% 
SR 261 (Wadsworth Road) to Minor Road 23,950 21,500 34,200 48,400 46,400 46,000 46,400 -5.0% 
Minor Road to SR 162 (Copley Road) 21,500 36,700 44,000 47,900 42,400 47,900 -3.6% 
SR 162 (Copley Road) to I-77 25,750 21,400 38,300 42,200 49,400 41,100 49,400 -2.6% 
Same Section as |-77 
|-77 to Ohio Turnpike 4,400 10,200 14,700 14,700 #DIV/0! 
Snowville Road to Miller Road 19,243 10,150 | 34,600 9,450 | 34,600 -6.9% 
Miller Road to Parkview Drive 7,481 7,850 17,100 34,800 14,700 34,800 -14.0% 
Parkview Drive to Oakes Road 10,537 9,250 | 46,000 7,350 | 46,000 -20.5% 
Oakes Road to Cranbrook Drive 12,946 14,250 39,900 11,250 | 39,900 -21.1% 
Cranbrook Drive to SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) AZ ATS: 25,950 32,900 20,750 32,900 -20.0% 
SR 82 (Royalton/Chippewa Road) to Stadium Drive 13,437 24,850 30,100 11,250 30,100 -54.7% 
Stadium Drive Mill Road 13,437 24,850 33,800 11,250 33,800 -54.7% 
Mill Road to Whitewood Road 9,988 19,550 39,900 6,950 39,900 -64.5% 
Whitewood Road to Fitzwater Road 9,988 19,550 | 35,500 6,950 | 35,500 -64.5% 
Fitzwater Road to Wallings Road 18,011 27,450 43,900 12,450 43,900 -54.6% 
Wallings Road to Sprague Road 17,574 13,090 25,450 35,100 10,750 | 35,100 -57.8% 
Sprague Road to Brookside Road 19,074 26,250 29,800 14,950 29,800 -43.0% 
Brookside Road to Parkland Road 18,102 26,350 | 31,900 13,350 | 31,900 49.3% 
Parkland Road to Pleasant Valley Road 18,102 26,350 29,200 13,350 | 29,200 -49.3% 
Pleasant Valley Road to Hillside Road 18,917 14,940 25,750 31,800 16,750 | 31,800 -35.0% 
Hillside Road to Hemlock Road 17,969 12,440 23,450 40,700 15,950 40,700 -32.0% 
Hemlock Road to Selig Road 17,969 23,450 44,600 15,950 44,600 -32.0% 
Selig Road to Sunset Avenue 22,538 22,550 46,400 15,450 46,400 -31.5% 
Sunset Avenue to Chestnut Road 22,538 22,550 | 35,800 15,450 | 35,800 -31.5% 
Chestnut Road to Rockside Road 23,892 25,950 31,300 19,450 | 31,300 -25.0% 
Rockside Road to Longano Road 24,007 13,510 18,950 34,700 15,250 | 34,700 -19.5% 
Longano Road to Old Brecksville Road 26,145 17,250 42,700 14,750 42,700 -14.5% 
Old Brecksville Road to SR 17 (Granger Road) 26,145 17,250 28,000 14,750 | 28,000 -14.5% 
Granger Road (SR 17) to East 71st Street 18,994 16,620 8,550 24,200 7,450 24,200 -12.9% 
East 71st to I-77 16,911 5 6,050 27,000 7,150 27,000 E 18.2% 


fo) 


















































Expressway 
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-480 to Spring Road 50,260 37,900 74,000 32,900 80,000 
Spring Road to Denison 50,530 40,400 74,000 35,800 80,000 
Denison to Jennings Road 13,869 50,230 37,900 37,000 40,600 80,000 
Jennings Road to I-71 25,755 56,850 44,200 74,000 43,300 80,000 
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BRINCKERHOFF Alternative P1 (H9 Improvements) P1Table MBC 3-14-02.xIs 


CAC Mode Choice Results 
Person-Trips 
































P1 H9 Highway Expansion Package, Commuter Rail Tallmadge Avenue to Cleveland via Hudson, I-77 Corridor Express Bus System Expansion 
Shared 
Shared Ride-3 or 
Ride-2 More Express Rail Commuter Non- 
Drive Alone Persons Persons Car Pool Walk Bike Local Bus Bus Transit Rail Auto Motorized Transit 
NOACA Peak, Home-Based Work 693,126 64,869 9,623 25,281 3,641 25,646 11,073 11,674 1,425 767,617 28,922 49,817 
Peak, Home-Based Other 434,015 322,467 249,790 74,631 6,349 3,170 388 1,246 0 1,006,272 80,980 4,803 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 155,892 26,831 4,767 12,885 0 2,371 231 882 0 187,490 12,885 3,483 
Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 159,823 135,281 107,251 6,152 11,901 1,396 70 562 0 402,355 18,053 2,028 
Peak School 63,589 152,397 186,759 61,627 7,043 5,191 785 1,464 0 402,746 68,670 7,439 
Peak University 21,975 10,217 4,352 943 1,383 434 148 125 0 36,544 2,325 707 
Off-Peak, Home Based Work 330,618 44,089 10,890 22,252 3,030 26,683 5,312 3,974 0 385,597 25,282 35,968 
Off-Peak, Home Based Other 1,079,898 804,543 621,622 191,400 15,845 14,102 1,468 848 0 2,506,062 207,245 16,417 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Work 383,297 75,004 30,795 76,033 7,785 6,545 301 512 0 489,096 83,819 7,358 
Off-Peak, Non-Home-Based Other 524,941 495,747 386,478 27,608 62,836 0 144 135 0 1,407,166 90,445 279 
Off-Peak, School 67,950 80,878 127,424 87,851 8,773 7,567 909 485 0 276,252 96,624 8,961 
Off-Peak, University 31,505 7,492 2,000 551 457 266 39 35 0 40,996 340 
AMATS Home-Based Work 533,744 37,579 22,561 593,884 
Home-Based Other 421,414 415,355 368,353 1,205,122 
Non-Home Based 444,443 155,965 280,405 880,812 
SCATS Home-Based Work 202,432 18,666 2,075 223,173 
Home-Based Other 384,383 203,434 22,610 610,427 
Non-Home-Based 402,294 154,036 15,623 571,953 
IR Peak, Home-Based Work 284,945 18,416 6,219 
Peak, Home-Based Other 61,823 82,742 52,181 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Work 150,211 9,707 3,278 
Off-Peak, Home-Based Other 119,098 158,785 100,129 
TOTAL 6,951,412 3,474,498 2,615,185 31,189 587,213 129,043 117,117 23,084 21,940 2,767} 13,072,283 164,907 
NOACA TOTAL 3,946,628 2,219,815 1,741,750 0 587,213 129,043 93,369 20,868 21,940 7,908,193 137,601 
AMATS TOTAL 1,399,600 608,898 671,319 0 0 18,038 264 2,679,818 18,349 
SCATS TOTAL 989,108 376,136 40,309 0 5,710 1,485 1,405,552 7,195 
IR TOTAL 616,075 269,649 161,808 0 0 468 1,078,721 1,763 
162,141 
162 
13,072 716 165 13,953 
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P1 


mode choice summary TJ R 3-19-02.xIs 


Locally Preferred Alternative (P1) Commuter Rail Element 
Commuter Rail - Akron Tallmadge Avenue-Cleveland via Hudson alignment 2025 Average Daily Commuter Rail Productions and 
Attractions By Station. 
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H-9 TOTAL (CUYAHOGA COUNTY): 








TOTAL 
(Using 2000 
ODOT Cost 
Summary): 


$20,670,000 


With 25% 
Contingency 


$25,838,000 


Cost per 
Lane-Mile 


$3,629,000 


Maintanence 
Costs for 
Proposed Lanes 
(15 years) 


$908,000 
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I-271 From I-480 East Split to |-480 West Split Widen from 6 to 8 Lanes 





$22,541,000 


$28,176,000 


$2,154,000 


$1,668,000 


Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes+ Interchange Improvements 


I-77 From I-80 to Pleasant Valley Rd. 





$7,336,000 


$9,170,000 


$5,152,000 


$227,000 


I-77 From Rockside Rd. to |-480 Ramp Gores Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes 





$48,230,000 
$7,329,000 


60,288,000 
$9,161,000 


$5,436,000 
$4,183,000 


$1,414,000 
$279,000 


1-77 From 1-480 to 1-490 Widen from 6 to 8 Lanes 
I-77 From US 422 to E. 9 TH Widen from 6 to 7 Lanes 





$14,400,000 


18,000,000 


I-480 Interchange Improvements (per Interchange Summary.xis) Interchange Improvements 





$9,100,000 





$11,375,000 


I-480/I-271 & Rockside Road Ramp Improvements (per Interchange Summary.x{Ramp Improvements 





$54,600,000 
$10,100,000 


$68,250,000 
$10,100,000 


|-77/l-480 Interchange Improvements (per Interchange Summary.xls) Interchange Improvements 
ITS COST Installation of ITS Improvements 














$194,306,000 





$240,358,000 

















$4,496,000 


CAC_CUYAHOGA H-9 Cost.xls - TOTAL 


H-9 TOTAL (SUMMIT COUNTY): 








TOTAL Maintanence 
(Using 2000 Costs for 
ODOT Cost With 25% Cost per Proposed Lanes 
Summary): | Contingency | Lane-Mile (15 years ) 





$24,700,000 $30,875,000 I-77/[-277 and |-77/Archwood Interchange Improvements (Per Interchange SummaInterchange Improvements 
$45,400,000 56,750,000 |-77/Main Street and I-77/SR 8/I-76 Interchange Improvements (Per Interchange S' interchange Improvements 
$25,537,000 31,921,000 | $16,889,000 $241,000 I-77 From Broadway/Main Road to S.R. 59 


$6,057,000 $7,571,000 | $12,211,000 $79,000 | 4-sum |i I-77 From East Ave. to SR 261/Wooster Ave. Widened from 6 to 8 Lanes 
$10,000,000 12,500,000 | 5-SUM | SR 8/Howe Ave. Interchange Improvements (Per Interchange Summary.xls) Interchange Improvements 











$104,300,000_|$104,300,000 SR 8 From SR 303 to I-271 (4-lane freeway was calculated in the TRAC Applicatio{Reconstruct Arterial as a Freeway + Interchange Improvements 
$8,546,000 10,683,000 _| $2,189,000 $622,000 7-SUM_|I-77 From SR 162 TO Ridgewood Rd. Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes 
s9,706,000_| $12,132,500 | $2,861,000 | $541,000 _| &-SuM |-7FromRidgewoodRa.tosR2i_ Widen fromato6tanes 
$14,159,000 17,699,000 | $1,500,000 $1,505,000 ~ I-77 From Ghent Rd. to I-271 (Includes yellow creek and rest area) Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes 
$9,312,000 11,640,000 | $3,444,000 $862,000 I~ I-271 From SR 8 TO 1-480 Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes 
$16,500,000 20,625,000 . |-76/l-277 Ramp Modificatons (Per Interchange Summary.xls) Interchange Improvements 











$15,000,000 18,750,000 fe |-76/I-77 (west) Interchange Improvements (Per Interchange Summary.xls) Interchange Improvements 
$21,100,000 21,100,000 = ITS COST ITS Improvements 

















$310,317,000 _$356,546,500 $3,850,000 








H-9 TOTAL (STARK COUNTY): 





TOTAL Maintanence 


(Using 2000 Costs for 
ODOT Cost With 25% Cost per Proposed Lanes 











Summary): | Contingency | Lane-Mile (15 years ) 
$2,700,000 -—_} —___|-___ 1-STARK|ITS COST ITS Improvements 
$2,700,000 


* Note the total ITS cost estimate for the AMATS region is based upon the Freeway Management System estimate identified in AMATS's ITS Strategic Plan, per discussions with AMATS 





3/22/02 


CAC_SUMMIT H9 Cost (Revised 1-4-02).xls - TOTAL 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTEROREGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Transit Elements of Emerging "Locally Preferred Alternative" (P1) 








Annual 
Service Description Capital Cost Operating Cost Possible Funding Sources 
Commuter rail from Akron (Tallmadge Ave.) to Cleveland 
Commuter Rail-Akron to Cleveland (NCTC site) via Hudson $171 million $6.7 million 
New bus route operated by GCRTA connecting new park-and- ; 
Richfield PNR Bus Service ride in Richfield area to downtown Cleveland $700,000 $188,600 FTA New Starts Capital Grant, FTA Formula 
Realignment and additional service on bus routes between fines eel 2 Annes ean ee ane 
Pe : ve SCATS Regions, Surface Transportation 
Modified X61 North Coast Express Service Cleveland and Akron $1.925 million $480,500 Program funding through ODOT TRAC 
Bus route providing connecting, off peak and reverse-commute process. Additional funding sources will be 
Rail Complementary Route service to complement commuter rail $1.225 million $361,800 required to meet full capital and operating 
Additional buses required for transit agencies to maintain costs. 
Spare buses standard spare ratios. $1.050 million 
Park-and-Ride lots at locations in Cuyahoga, Summit and 
Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers Stark Counties $15.5 million 
Total Capital Costs: 
Commuter Rail $171 million 
Bus $4.9 million 
Park-and-Ride $15.5 million 
Annual Operating Costs: 
Commuter Rail $6.7 million 
Bus $1.03 million 
Park-and-Ride $0 
KEY: 
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FTA = Federal Transit Administration 

ODOT = Ohio Department of Transportation 

TRAC = Transportation Review Advisory Council 
NOACA = Northeast Ohio Arewide Coordinating Agency 
SCATS = Stark County Area Transportation Study 
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Revised Transit Attachment (v3) MBC 1-18-02.xls 


Capital Cost Estimate CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
Bus Park-and-Ride Lots and Transit Centers INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


P1 Emerging Preferred 

-Cleveland-Akron via Hudson Rail 

-Scaled Back Bus System 
FACILITIES (TRANSIT CENTERS, PARK-AND-RIDE LOTS) -No Feeder Bus 














NOACA AREA 


FACILITY LOCATION P1 Emerging Preferred PNR SPACES COST NOTES COST/SPACE |P1 a Preferred 


North Randall Transit Center 
|-77/Rockside Road TC. 





Randall Park Mall 
|-77/Rockside Road 
I-77 & SR 82 
Rockside Rd. & I-77 


$750,000 

ie $2,000,000 
$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 


eR $6,750,000 
AMATS AREA 


FACILITY LOCATION Po PNR ences COST | | COST/SPACE |P1 Emerging Preferred 


Rolling Acres TC Romig Rd. $1,400,000 
South Plaza TC Waterloo Rd./Brown St. ee $625,000 
Downtown Akron TC Main St./Cascade Plaza/Main Place n/a $700,000 
I-77 & SR 21 PNR Median of I-77 N of SR 21 $2,600,000 $6,500 


es $5,325,000 
SCATS AREA 


FACILITY LOCATION A PNR ites COST | | COST/SPACE |P1 Emerging Preferred 


Canton Transfer Facility Downtown Canton $1,500,000 |(4) no cost for CAC; will be built next year 
North Canton PNR SR 62 & I-77 100 $650,000 
100 $650,000 
100 $650,000 


SR 82-I-77 PNR 
Rockside Rd.-I-77 PNR 





<< KX 





xx «Kx 








Belden Village Mall PNR Everhard Rd. & I-77 
Shuffle Drive PNR I-77 & Shuffel Drive 


ee —— 


x KKK 





1 
2 
3 
4 


GCRTA LRP 1999 
$3,500/Space Construction Cost, $3,000 Space Acauisition Cost, NEORail Station Cost Assumptions Total $15,525,000 
AMATS LRP 1999 
SCATS LRP 1999 
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CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 


Estimated Capital Costs 


CAPITAL COST SUMMARY 
Commuter Rail Service from Cleveland to Akron North (Tallmadge Avenue) 


3 tracks, NCTC to CP White and Macedonia to Hudson 
Use of W&LE as 3rd main track, CP White to Bedford 


Limited Capital Investment (& Limited Service) between Bedford & Macedonia 


Cost by Segment 
NCTC - Erie Crossing $55 
Erie Crossing - Bedford $31 
Bedford - Hudson $28 
Hudson - Cuyahoga Falls $20 
Cuyahoga Falls - Tallmadge Ave. $8 
Rolling Stock $30 
(4 trainsets + 1 spare) 

otal Capital Cost $171 


Cost by Functional Area 


North Coast Transportation Center $7 
E.26th Street Yard & Shop $11 
Additional mainline track $64 
Upgrade of existing track $25 
Passing sidings $6 
Grade crossing upgrades $6 
Stations (8) $21 
Tallmadge Ave. Yard $2 
Rolling Stock $30 


(4 trainsets + 1 spare) 


otal Capital Cost 171 


Note: track line items include associated civil, 
structural and signaling costs. 
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BRINCKERHOFF Phase | Com Rail Cap Costs TUR 3-25-02 $171m.xls 


CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND 
INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL CORRIDOR 
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
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Table 1: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-77. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Name Property Description NRHP Status 


St. Joseph’s Church and 
oa South | Not Recorded | 2543 East 23rd Street, Cleveland | Church Friary, NRHP 1976, Set back 
Demolished 
eta Saal Lael Wo LB N27 teh 3100 East 45th Street, Cleveland Undetermined Adjacent 
Tone ana South | cuy-714-7 | 4628 Broadway, Cleveland Undetermined Adjacent 
Cleveland South 3301-3303 East 48th Street, ; . . . 
ae CUY-647-7 catsana Residential Undetermined Adjacent 


Governmental 
plevelana:2ouln CUY-1261-19 anare Hoag, Newburgn (Newburgh Heights Undetermined Adjacent 
1984 Heights 
Town Hall) 
Historic , e 
Cleveland South : : West of Canal Road and East Potentially Eligible ia 
1984 CUY-4511-19 | 746 Street, Cuyahoga Heights | ''@sportation/Ohio | (q:Donnell et al. 1996) | “Within 
and Erie Canal 
East of Cuyahoga River, Historic ah 
Fae and South | cuy-4568-19 | Cuyahoga Heights to Valley Transportation/Ohio iad ae Within 
View and Erie Canal : 
EOC ave CUY-1548-20 | Miller Road, Brecksville vicinity | Residential Undetermined Set back 
Heights 1994 , y etermine et bac 
Broadview . 
Heights 1994 33 Cu 138 Archaeological Undetermined Set back 


Broadview 

Heights 1994 33 Cu 139 Archaeological Undetermined Set back 
Broadview aes 
Heights 1994 CUY-5947-20 | 6620 Miller Road, Brecksville Residential Undetermined Within 


Broadview : . : : ; . 
Heights 1994 CUY-5948-20 | 6745 Miller Road, Brecksville Residential Undetermined Adjacent 


West Richfield 481 Cleveland-Massillon Road, ; . Bath Township MRA, 
1994 SUM-120-6 Bath Township Residential NRHP Set back 
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Table 1: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-77. 


OAI/OHI a Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Name Address Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
33 Su 181 on 
Akron West 1994 (Beech Is.) Archaeological Undetermined Within 


Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Akron East 1994 | Not Recorded eA OH SOOM UN GIONROCe Cemetery and Church Group Windshield Within 
Pleasant Valley 
Survey 2000) 
uk aan 33 Su 140 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
aoe Canton 33 St 739 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
we oan 33 St 748 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
se pap 33 St 756 Archaeological Undetermined 
on Pann STA-3183-2 4430 Shuffel Drive, Canton Residential Undetermined 
North Canton . Cemetery (Sunset 
1994 Not Recorded | West of I-77 Gardens Ceméier Set back 
ag vee 33 St 733 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
ee Mest 33 St 732 Archaeological Undetermined 
ee Weel 33 St 731 Archaeological Undetermined 
as meet 33 St 730 Archaeological Undetermined 
Canton West STA-2620- noth ; 
1985 15/162-15 12th Street NW, Canton Institutional Undetermined Adjacent 
ne West —_| 33 st 727 Archaeological Potentially Eligible 
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Table 1: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-77. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Sanco acess | Address Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Between I-77, 12th and 4th 
Canton West Not Recorded | Streets NW, and Harrison Cemetery (Westlawn Avoid Within 
1985 A Cemetery) 
venue 
Roughly bounded by I-77, is tule eee 
ae meet Not Recorded | Arlington Avenue, and 7th and Residential eon all foony Within 
12th Streets NW, Canton 
Canton West Part of Potential Historic 
1985 STA-2929-17 | 2224 10th Street NW, Canton Residential District (Schweikart et al. | Within 
1998) 
Part of Potential Historic 
ee West STA-2930-17 | 2225 10th Street NW, Canton Residential District (Schweikart et al. 
1998 
Part of Potential Historic 
ah West STA-2931-17 | 2230 10th Street, NW, Canton Residential District (Schweikart et al. 
1998) 
Part of Potential Historic 
ce West STA-2848-17 | 2221 7th Street NW, Canton Residential District (Schweikart et al. 
1998) 


Part of Potential Historic 
ee Migel STA-2849-17 | 2222 7th Street NW, Canton Residential District (Schweikart et al. 
= inc 
a viel STA-2830-17 | 304 | 304 Reno Court NW, Canton Court | 304 Reno Court NW, Canton Canton Residential | Undetermined | Within 
ee West STA-2831-17 | 310 Reno Court NW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
ae West STA-2832-17 | 315 Reno Court NW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
ee West STA-2834-17 | 349 Reno Court NW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
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Table 1: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-77. 


= 
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Table 1: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-77. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Name Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Canton West 118-120 Park Avenue SW, ; a 
ene wee STA-2769-17 | 121 Park Avenue SW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
Canton West 124-126 Park Avenue SW, ae 
Cant STABTIOA17 Residential Undetemines 
ee Weel STA-2771-17 | 129 Park Avenue SW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
Canton West 132-134 Park Avenue SW, ; ; Se a 
Cant stAgrIe17 Residential Undetemines 
as WGel STA-2773-17 | 133 Park Avenue SW, Canton Residential Undetermined 
Canton West 136-138 Park Avenue SW, ; : ; i 
Cant STABTIA7 Residential Undetermined 


ela West STA-2775-17 | 137 Park Avenue SW, Canton Residential Undetermined 

a West STA-2776-17 | 140 Park Avenue SW, Canton Residential Undetermined 

Canton West 9th Street SW over West Branch : : ar 

1985 Se Ae! of Nimishillen Creek, Canton Undetermined 
Canton West Conrail over West Branch of ; ae 

1985 STA-2963-17 Nimishillen Creek, Canton Bide Bridge | Undetermined 


ea Eligible (ASC 
Canton West Navarre Road over West Branch ee 
1985 SFN 7660189 of Nimishillen Creek, Canton Bridge Group Windshield Within 
Survey 2000) 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Carton West Not Recorded | West Navarre Road, Canton Havewial (Sano r out Group Windshield Within 
1985 Mills) 
Survey 2000) 
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Table 2: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for Jennings Highway. 








7.5° Quadrangle 


Cleveland South 
1984 


OAI/OHI 
Number/Name 


Address 


CUY-3056-2 Innerbelt I-90 Bridge 


Property Description 


Bridge 


NRHP Status 


Undetermined 


Proximity 
to ROW 





Within 





Cleveland South 


Roughly bounded by I-490, I-71, 
University Court, West 7th Street, 


Commercial/Residential/ 


Tremont Historic District, 












































1984 Not Recorded | 44 Starkweather, Brayton Fruit, | Institutional NRHP 1994 aoe 
and Auburn Avenues, Cleveland 
vom ana South | cuy-503-4 | 2187 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Church AS ca 
aa Senin CUY-1257-4 Fae ey Wiest Tetioleet Residential/Gallery ee oe, and Adjacent 
vane and South | cuy-489-4 | 2408 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Church NCLB «| eae 
epee coydeoy Oe eee | Stare Naas On | Adacen 
oe soul CUY-487-4 1415 Howard Avenue, Cleveland | School Neueuegae Pistriel Adjacent 
Tome and South | cuy-482-4 | 2536 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Church NEEe tee | thin 
ee Sou CUY-486-4 2711 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential nr ra il Set back 
ee coun CUY-484-4 2700 West 14th Street, Cleveland | School NeEeE Be Adjacent 
ead south CUY-485-4 2716 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Church Aldi pisiniel Adjacent 
er eae om CUY-615-4 ee Seon eae: Commercial/Residential | Undetermined Adjacent 
ial See CUY-626-4 2589 Scranton Road, Cleveland Fire Station Undetermined Adjacent 
aa aM Not Recorded | Scranton Road, Cleveland Te Avoid Set back 
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Table 2: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for Jennings Highway. 








7.5° Quadrangle 
Cleveland South 


OAI/OHI 
Number/Name 


Address 
NEC Scranton and Mentor 


Property Description 


NRHP Status 


Proximity 
to ROW 


















































1984 CUY-608-4 Roads, Cleveland Church Undetermined Set back 

Cleveland South 2950-2962 West 14th Street, 

1984 CUY-599-4 Gieveland Residential Undetermined Adjacent 

ee South | cuy-636-4 1607 Clark Avenue, Cleveland Residential Undetermined Adjacent 

, Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland: Souin iriicp Recorded: |r ee eee Residential Group Windshield Survey _ | Within 
1985 Cleveland 2000) 
; Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Cee SONN LE UVGI24 leer cee weer One Residential Group Windshield Survey _| Adjacent 

1984 Cleveland 2000) 

Cleveland South 3199-3203 West 14th Street, ; 

1984 CUY-611-4 Cleveland Residential Undetermined Set back 

Cleveland South 1644-50 Brainard Avenue, ; ; : : 

1984 CUY-4422-4 Cleveland Residential Undetermined Adjacent 

ae oun CUY-641-4 3395 Scranton Road, Cleveland idee Undetermined Adjacent 

Cleveland South Cemetery (Riverside ee 

1984 Not Recorded | West 25th Street, Cleveland Cemetery) Avoid Within 

Cleveland South 1323 Dennison Avenue, : : ; 

1984 CUY-3990-4 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 

Tome ana South | cuy-3901-4 | 3849 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 

Tome and South | cuy-3992-4 | 3857 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 

Tome and South | cuy-3993-4 | 3865 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 

Tome and South | cuy-3994-4 | 3869 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
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Table 2: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for Jennings Highway. 








7.5° Quadrangle 


OAI/OHI 
Number/Name 


Address 


Property Description 


NRHP Status 


Proximity 
to ROW 





Cleveland South 


















































1984 CUY-3995-4 | 3873 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
tai South CUY-3996-4 | 3877 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
oe South | cyy.3997-4 | 3881 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
vias South | Cyy-3998-4 | 3885 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
Tome and South | cuy-3999-4 | 3889 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ee South CUY-4000-4 | 3891 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
aera South | cyy-4001-4 | 3893 West 15th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ve alas South | Guy-4002-4 | 3808 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
oe South | cyy-4003-4 | 3810 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
es South | cuy-4004-4 | 3814 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ee South | cyy.4005-4 | 3818 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
as South | Guy-4006-4 | 3826 West 14th Street, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ae South | Gyy-3977-4 | 1417 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ee South | cuy-3978-4 | 1431 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ed South | Gyy-3979-4 | 1432 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
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Table 2: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for Jennings Highway. 








7.5° Quadrangle 
Cleveland South 


OAI/OHI 
Number/Name 


Address 


Property Description 


NRHP Status 


Proximity 
to ROW 
























































1984 CUY-3980-4 1435 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
tai south | cuy-3981-4 | 1436 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
oe South | Gyy-3982-4 | 1437 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
vias south | cuy-3983-4 | 1439 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
is South | cyy-3984-4 | 1440 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ee South CUY-3985-4 1443 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
aera Spun CUY-3986-4 | 1447 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ve alas South CUY-3987-4 | 1449 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
Tome and South | cuy-3988-4 | 3830 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
Tome and South | cuy-3989-4 | 3850 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ee South | Gyy-aoo7-4 | 1444 Botany Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
as South | Gyy-3972-4 | 4250 Jennings Road, Cleveland __| Residential Undetermined Within 
ae South | Guy-3973-4 | 4256 Jennings Road, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ae South | cyy.3974-4 | 4264 Jennings Road, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
ts South | cuy.3971-4 | 822 Schaaf, Cleveland Residential Undetermined Adjacent 
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Table 3: Archaeological Sites Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-271/l-480. 




















; OAI/OHI Property Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Name Address | Description | NRHP Status | ROW 
Northfield 1994 | 33 cy 173 Archaeological Undetermined Set back 


Northfield 1994 | 33 Gu 175 — Archaeological Undetermined Set back 








PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


Table 4: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-271. 























OAI/OHI Ba Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Ninbar Nana Address | Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Northfield 1994 | 33 Su 314 Archaeological Undetermined Within 


Residential and Historic Boston Mills Historic District, 
Northfield 1994 | Not Recorded | Boston Mills oe NRHP 1992 
Northfield 1994 | 33 Su 276 NA ——_| Archaeological Potentially Eligible Within | 


Historic Valley Railway Historic District 
NOMMUCII SES: || Pemneon es Transportation/Railwa NRHP 
Northfield 1994 | SUM-2016-4 | Boston Historic Transportation/Ohio | Ohio and Erie Canal Thematic Within 

and Erie Canal Resources NRHP 
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Table 5: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-80. 




















OAI/OHI — Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle NiimbewNaine Address | Property Description | NRHP Status | ROW 
Northfield 1994 | SUM-2011-4 | Boston Historic Transportation/Railway Yay MauWvay-DiSsione isinict Within 


NRHP 


Historic Transportation/Ohio Ohio and Erie Canal Thematic 
Orc erlaes. lu nece a Erie Canal Resources NRHP 





Northfield 1994 | 33 Su 123 NIA —_| Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
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Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 


Hudson 1984, Gorge Metro Park, Historic Hydro- Chuckery Race Stone ent 
Akron East 1994 | NotRecorded | Cuyahoga Falls Industrial Wall, NRHP 1972__| Within 
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Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 


OAI/OHI a Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Name Property Description NRHP Status 
Akron West 1994 | SUM-2836-13 | 479 Ohio Street, Akron Residential Undetermined 
Akron West 1994 | SUM-2837-13 | 480 Ohio Street, Akron Residential Undetermined 
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Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 





PARSONS April 2002 
BRINCKERHOFF Final Report 


Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 
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Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 


Akron West 1994 | SUM-2614-16 Pi Exchange Street, Residential Undetermined 
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Table 6: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for S.R. 8. 
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Table 7: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for I-277. 




















OAI/OHI ate Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle | Nimber/Nanie Address | Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
re : Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Historic Transportation (Ohio bad 
Akron West 1994 | Not Recorded | Akron and Erie Canal remnant) Group Windshield Survey Within 


Akron West 1994 | Not Recorded | Waterloo Road, Akron Cemetery (Holy Cross 
Cemetery) 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 






















































































OAI/OHI Proximit 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status to Ene 
me 
West 3rd and St. Clair Park N’ Ride 
a oun CUY-3196-1 | 113 St. Clair Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
ae ies Norn CUY-3195-1 | 101 St. Clair Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
a eae North CUY-55-1 1365 Ontario Street, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
95-101 St. Clair Avenue 
Tone ana Noh | cuy-43-1 | 1360-1370 Ontario Street, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 
Cleveland North 208 West St. Clair Avenue, : ; hive 
1994 CUY-41-1 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland North Not : Potentially Eligible (ASC Group oe 
1994 Bacoiied 95 St. Clair Avenue, Cleveland Commercial Windshield Survey 2000) Within 
coe pile CUY-3132-1 | 1380 Ontario Street, Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland North | Not Society for Savings Building, ; 
1994 Raasided 127 Public Square, Cleveland Commercial NRHP 1974 Adjacent 
Cleveland North Not : ve 
1994 Recorded 91 Public Square, Cleveland Church Old Stone Church, NRHP 1973 | Within 
Fone and Noh | Cuy-437-1 | 75 Public Square, Cleveland —_| Commercial Co Ellgible<Epsieln Within 
Tone and North | cuy-3197-1 | 205 St. Clair Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial ees SHOP E Ren Within 
Cleveland North 220 West St. Clair Avenue, ; F ane 
1994 CUY-3198-1 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Tone ana North | cuy-3319-1 | 1350 West 3rd Street, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 






















































































OAI/OHI Proximit 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status to Our 
me 
Cleveland North 
1994 and Not West 6th Street and West St. : Cleveland Warehouse District, ae 
Cleveland South Recorded Clair Avenue, Cleveland Commercial NRHP 1982 Within 
1984 
Cleveland North 408 West St. Clair Avenue, ; Part of Cleveland Warehouse ne 
1994 CUY-432-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 ihn 
Cleveland North 330 West St. Clair Avenue, : Part of Cleveland Warehouse ee 
1994 CUY-433-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 waitin 
Cleveland North 498-510 West St. Clair Avenue, ; Part of Cleveland Warehouse eae 
1994 CUY-3199-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 win 
Cleveland South 1305-1317 West 6th Street, ; Part of Cleveland Warehouse hei 
1994 CUY-46-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 wn 
Cleveland South 1366-1400 West 6th Street, ; Part of Cleveland Warehouse ie 
1994 CUY-47-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 vith 
Cleveland South : Part of Cleveland Warehouse Gast 
1994 CUY-53-1 1406 West 6th Street, Cleveland | Commercial District, NRHP 1982 Within 
Cleveland South . Part of Cleveland Warehouse aay 
1994 CUY-3329-1 | 1375 West 6th Street, Cleveland | Commercial District, NRHP 1982 Within 
Cleveland South 1352-1362 West 6th Street, : Part of Cleveland Warehouse Bass 
1994 CUY-3371-1 | Cleveland Commercial District, NRHP 1982 withun 
Cleveland South | Not 608 West St. Clair Avenue, , : 
1984 Baceded Cleveland Commercial Hoyt Block, NRHP 1974 Adjacent 
rea South) cuy-3320-1 | 1400 West 3rd Street, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
as oun CUY-6083-1 | 55 Public Square, Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland North 
1994 and ; Cleveland Public Square, NRHP 
@leveland Souk CUY-3172-1 | Public Square, Cleveland Park 1975 Adjacent 
1984 
East 21st and Prospect Park N’ Ride 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 
















































































hele Proximit 
7.5’ Quadrangle | Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status to Our 
me 
Potentially Eligible Euclid 
CievelancNorn Ne Euclid Avenue, Cleveland Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
1994 Recorded 
2000) 
ae ment CUY-157-1 1935 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
Part of Potentially Eligible Euclid 
vane and North | Cuy-3417-1 | 1938 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible Euclid 
vane ana North | Cuy-3418-1 | 2000 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
2000) 
: Part of Potentially Eligible Euclid 
Ceveane Norn CUY-3419-1 eu O ete UC venue: Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
1994 Cleveland 2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible Euclid 
nevi Nern CUY-3420-1 | 2020 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible Euclid 
as neue CUY-3421-1 | 2044 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Avenue Historic District (Epstein | Within 
2000) 
vane and North | Cuy-3422-1 | 2060 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
Tone and North | Cuy-3423-1 | 2112 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial ee Eig pexEpstein Within 
Cleveland North SEC Euclid Avenue and East Church and Parish a oe 
1994 CUY-3425-1 22nd Street, Cleveland oes Trinity Cathedral, NRHP 1973 Within 
oe Nem CUY-159-1 2232 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Nas Slglbie cEpstein Adjacent 
Cleveland North 2238-2254 Euclid Avenue, : . : 
1994 CUY-3426-1 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 

























































































OAI/OHI Bot Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
me 
oo moni CUY-3427-1 | 2248 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Social Undetermined Adjacent 
Ree CON CICGT Re oe an ereMne «il industrial Undetermined Within 
See FCUNaASA ee ac are Commercial Undetermined Within 
ee ne RCUNGAE ee en erecome i Gomimarcal Undetermined Within 
Sa CU Meaase lr eae Commercial Undetermined Within 
CUNO ee eee 1 Gonvinencial Undetermined Within 
Te ee (cu vadees eee ne Commercial Undetermined Within 
ed |ROUNeeOet ea ee none” “Commercial Undetermined Within 
Sone NON | cuy-saeo-1 | Sue 2087 Prospect Avenue, | Commercial Undetermined Within 
ee (Cie oe Commercial Undetermined Within 
cee CUNAMCR tite ee ee Commercial Undetermined Within 
Per I CUVetesd |e cee Commercial Undetermined Within 
Re CUvSdeET Ee hoes |) Residential Undetermined Within 
ee POUNCSACe ML eee re Residential Undetermined Within 
ie eOeetle ee ene “1 Conmmicrcial Undetermined Within 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 





































































































OAI/OHI Proximit 
7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status to Sane 
me 

Cleveland South 2105 East 21st Street, ; bya’ 

1984 CUY-3513-1 Glaveland Commercial Undetermined Within 

Cleveland South 2070 East 22nd Street, , me 

1984 CUY-3521-1 Glageland Social Undetermined Within 

Cleveland South reo 2200 Prospect Avenue, Central YMCA, part of Upper bed 

1984 CUY-115-1 | Cleveland vee! Prospect MRA, NRHP 1984 ee 

|-77/Ghent Road Park N’ Ride 

West Richfield 1022 Ghent Road, Bath : 

1994 SUM-106-6 Township Residential Undetermined Adjacent 

SR 8/Seasons Road Park N’ Ride 

Hudson 1984 33 Su 195 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 

Hudson 1984 33 Su 204 N/A Archaeological Potentially Eligible Within 

Hudson 1984 33 Su 205 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 

|-77/Shuffel Drive Park N’ Ride 

aad Canton 33 St 748 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Set back 

on vauten 33 St 754 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 

coe anton 33 St755 | N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 

Hae canton STA-3183-2 | 4430 Shuffel Drive, Canton Residential Undetermined Within 

au Canton 33 St756 | N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 

|-77/SR 62 Park N’ Ride 

oe Weel 33 St 733 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 

Downtown Canton Transit Center 

Canton East 1985 | STA-44-11 | (21 ventral Plaza South, Commercial Undetermined Within 
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Table 8: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Park N’ Ride Areas. 








OAI/OHI 













































































7.5’ Quadrangle Number/Na_ | Address Property Description | NRHP Status ae 
me 
Canton East 1985 ae ded 122 Market Avenue, Canton Commercial Dewalt Building, NRHP 1982 Adjacent 
301-302 Tuscarawas Street E, Commercial . me 
Canton East 1985 | STA-62-11 Canton (Demolished) Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 = mee: a oad Street E, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 ea A-1723- SH cere Street E, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 a plies oe Tuscarawas Street E, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 a A-1725- ane Tuscarawas Street E, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 polar — pri aee Street E, Commercial Undetermined Within 
429 Tuscarawas Street E, Commercial ‘ oe 
Canton East 1985 | STA-181-11 Ganon (Demolished) Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 eh BlTOSe Vadis Cherry Street NE, Canton Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 A-1706- ae Cherry Street NE, Commercial Undetermined Within 
Canton East 1985 | STA-54-11 ane seis atoghe; Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
Canion'East 19en (Sle Oe || S00 G10 walnut Avenue SE, Industrial Undetermined Adjacent 
16 Canton 
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Table 9: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for LRT-2B. 


7.5 OAI/OHI se Proximity 
Oiadrandle Niamber Kane Address Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Cleveland CUY-2878-2 607 Canal Road, Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Set back 
South 1984 

Cleveland 500-510 Canal Road, Historic Transportation , ae 
South 1984 CUY-2877-2 Cloveland (Railway) Undetermined Within 


Public Square, between Commercial/Historic 

Superior Avenue, Ontario Transportation Terminal Group Historic 
Street, Huron Road, and West | (Railway)/Governmental (Post | District, NRHP 1976 
6th Street Office) 


Cleveland 


Not Recorded Within 


South 1984 





Over Cuyahoga River Valley, ; 
Cleveland Lorain-Carnegie Bridge, 
South 1984 SFN 1801503 | between Carnegie and Lorain, | Bridge NRHP 1976 Set back 
Cleveland 
Cleveland Potentially Eligible (ASC 
CUY-721-1 310 Carnegie, Cleveland Fire Station Group Windshield Survey | Within 
South 1984 2000) 
Roughly bounded by Railroad Potentially Eligible Worker 
Cleveland 
Not Recorded | Tracks, Broadway, Perkins, 
South 1984 
and Dausse Streets, Cleveland 






Nineteenth Century Worker Within 


Housing Group Windshield Survey 


2000) 








Housing District (ASC 
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Table 9: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for LRT-2B. 


LS: OAI/OHI — Proximity 

Quadraridie NimberNane Address Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Cleveland 6917 Bessemer Avenue, . : : Pad, 

South 1984 CUY-999-7 Cleveland Commercial staat Windshield Survey | Within 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Cleveland Across from 6917 Bessemer : 

South 1984 Not Recorded Aventic. Cleveland Industrial St Windshield Survey | Adjacent 

Cleveland ; ice 

South 1984 CUY-1013-7 8012 Jones Road, Cleveland Church Undetermined Within 

Clavéland Holy Name High School, 

Not Recorded | 8318 Broadway, Cleveland School NRHP 1975, Demolished — | Within 
South 1984 1978 
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Table 10: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for LRT-3. 


tay OAI/OHI roa Proximity 
Cleveland 

Cleveland 500-510 Canal Road, Historic Transportation hie 
South 1984 | CUY-2877-2 | Cleveland (Railway) al 


Within 





Public Square, between Commercial/Historic 
Cleveland NeiReacrmded Superior Avenue, Ontario Transportation Terminal Group Historic 
South 1984 Street, Huron Road, and West | (Railway)/Governmental (Post | District, NRHP 1976 
6th Street Office) 
Cleveland Historic Transportation re 
South 1984 CUY-2879-2 221 Canal Road, Cleveland (Railway) Undetermined Within 
Cleveland Historic Transportation sciyt 
South 1984 CUY-2876-2 220 Canal Road, Cleveland (Railway) Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 2257-2259 Ontario Avenue, : : Ts 
South 1984 CUY-3134-1 Cleveland Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 2265 Ontario Avenue, . ; nite 
South 1984 CUY-122-1 Gleveland Undetermined Within 
Cleveland , ; 
South 1984 CUY-2967-1 415 Eagle Avenue, Cleveland Undetermined Adjacent 
Over Cuyahoga River Valley, : ; 
Cleveland ; Lorain-Carnegie Bridge, 
South 1984 SFN 1801503 | between Carnegie and Lorain, | Bridge NRHP 1976 Set back 
Cleveland 

Cleveland Potentially Eligible (ASC 

CUY-721-1 310 Carnegie, Cleveland Fire Station Group Windshield Survey Within 
South 1984 2000) 
Cleveland East 55th Street at Erie RR Historic Transportation Pia 
South 1984 Cepia tracks, Cleveland (Railway) necrennined en 
Cleveland 3027 East 55th Street, ; . shee 
South 1984 CUY-579-7 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 2856 East 79th Street, : : Pe 
South 1984 CUY-989-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 
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Table 10: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for LRT-3. 


LS, OAI/OHI eng 

Quadeanale Tees Address Property Description | Description |Property Description | NRHP (NRHP Status NRHP Stiaus | eng 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Cleveland Over East 90th Street and 

South 1984 Not Recorded Holton Avenue, Cleveland Bridge Se Windshield Survey Within 

ee eights Not Recorded | Miles Road, Cleveland | Cemetery (Calvary Cemetery) | (Calvary Cemetery) Cemetery (Calvary Cemetery) | Avoid = within | 


a! Eligible (ASC 
cn meigiits Not Recorded | Calvary Cemetery, Cleveland Group Windshield Survey 
2000) 
; Avoid/Potentially Eligible 
snes Heights Not Recorded | Calvary Cemetery, Cleveland Mausoleums (ASC Group Windshield Within 
are 2000) 


en er Heights Not Recorded | Recorded NA NA J Archaeological Archaeological =| Undetermined =| Undetermined | Adjacent | 


pea Heights 33 Cu 310 SS Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
Shaker Heights ; Potentially Eligible Historic at 
1979 Not Recorded naa Boundary, Bedford Residential/Commercial oar eee aa CCRPC 1984 
eas Heights ae tty) [Not Recorded, Bedford Recorded, Bedford Archaeological = [Undetermined =| within | 


Part of Potentially Eligible 
staked HSM 33: Cu30d Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC —_| Adjacent 
1979 1984) 
; Potentially Eligible/Part of 
oo Heights | 35 cu 293 Archaeological Potentially Eligible Historic | Within 
District (CCRPC 1984 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | 33 cy 33 Archaeological Historic District (CGRPC —_| Adjacent 
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Table 10: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for LRT-3. 


Tos, OAI/OHI Proximity 
ea ne Address Property Description | Description |Property Description | NRHP Status 


Part of Potentially Eligible 
Spaner Heights | cuy-2063-24 | 162 Old Egbert Road, Bedford Historic District (CCRPC 
1984) 


Part of Potentially Eligible 
Spaner Heights | cuy-2064-24 | 92 Old Egbert Road, Bedford —_| Residential Historic District (CCRPC 
1984) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
SHeKer Regis wills iat) Not Recorded Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC Set back 
1979 site 1984) 


| Northfield 1994 | 1994 | 33 }33.Cu200 | 200 NA sf Archaeological = Archaeological | Undetermined Within 
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Table 11: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-1HA. 


OAI/OHI a Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle NumberName Property Description NRHP Status ROW 
Cleveland North 1065 Front Street, 

1994 CUY-3027-1 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Adjacent 
Cleveland North 1450-1460 Davenport, Historic Transportation : 
1994 CUY-2963-1 | Cleveland (Stable)/Industrial pagelenings om 
Cleveland North 1466-1510 Davenport, ; 
1994 CUY-2964-1 Glaveland Commercial Undetermined | Undetermined | Adjacent 
; aa Eligible (ASC 
Dlevelana Norn |Guycagaay "eos veces ares Industrial Group Windshield Survey | Within 
1994 Cleveland ae Tae 
Cleveland North 2432-2440 Lakeside, Undetermined =| 
1994 CUY-5050-1 Claveland Commercial =| Undetermined =| ‘Adjacent | 
Potentially Eligible 
DIGNOIANGINOMUN || Giveneayige || love ee Sout oleel: Industrial (Blanton and Grunwell | Adjacent 
1994 Cleveland 1998) 
' Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Superior Avenue and East , ies 
1994 Not Recorded 36th Street, Cleveland Industrial Si Windshield Survey | Within 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Commerce and East 45th 
1994 Not Recorded Street, Cleveland Industrial Se Windshield Survey | Within 
Cleveland North 2187 Ashland Drive, : 
1994 CUY-918-6 Cleveland Indust Undetermined =| within | 
Cleveland South 2269 Ashland Drive, 
1984 CUY-919-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined 
Cleveland South 6901 Woodland Avenue, Cemetery (Woodland Woodland Cemetery, ae 
1984 Not Recorded | Cleveland Cemetery) NRHP 1986, Avoid ee 
Cleveland South 2469 East 71st Street, ; ; ae 
1984 CUY-709-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined 
Cleveland South Woodland Avenue, Cemetery (St. Joseph’s sk 
1984 Not Recorded Glaveland Cemetery) Avoid Within 
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Table 11: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-1HA. 


OAI/OHI a Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle NumbeorNanie Property Description NRHP Status ROW 


Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland South Over East 90th Street and Mes 
1984 Holton Avenue, Cleveland Bridge Group Windshield Survey | Within 


2000) 

Cleveland South Harvard Avenue at Conrail ane lee aa an 

eae Pigioiis CUY-1083-10 | 8910 Miles Park, Cleveland Undetermined 
oe Heights CUY-1091-10 | 9135 Broadway, Cleveland Residential Undetermined 
Shaker Heights Cemetery (Calvary ha 

1979 Not Recorded | Miles Road, Cleveland Cemetery) 
a Regis Not Recorded Archaeological Undetermined 
aoe eights 33 Cu 310 NA | Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
ei mowns ae cite) Not Recorded, Bedford Archaeological Undetermined 
Shaker Heights Potentially Eligible Historic ae 

1979 Not Recorded | Irregular Boundary, Bedford | Residential/Commercial District (CCRPC 1984) 


Part of Potentially Eligible 
snake Helis 33 Cu 304 Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC Adjacent 
1979 1984) 
Potentially Eligible/Part of 
aoe Heights | 33 cu 293 Archaeological Potentially Eligible Historic | Within 
District (CCRPC 1984) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | 33 oy 33 N/A Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC | Adjacent 
1979 1984) 


Not Recorded 
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Table 11: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-1HA. 


OAI/OHI oa Proximity to 

7.5’ Quadrangle NumberNane Property Description NRHP Status ROW 

; Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | Gyy-2963-24 | 162 Old Egbert Road, Residential Historic District (CCRPC | Within 
1979 Bedford 1984) 

Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | Guy.2064-24 | 92 Old Egbert Road, Residential Historic District (CCRPC | Within 
1979 Bedford 1984) 

; Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights Mls cg) Not Recorded Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC Set back 
1979 site 1984) 


Northfield 1994 | 33 Cu 200 Archaeological Within 


ath oie Hudson Historic District 
Twinsburg 1984 a ._, | and District Boundary 
and Hudson 1984 Not Recorded | Streetsboro, S. Main and Residential/Commercial Increase, NRHP 1973 and 





Within 
Baldwin Streets. Boundary 1989 
Increase: Irregular boundary 


Hudson 1984 33 Su 54 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 


Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Hudson 1984 Not Recorded at Barlowe Road, Residential/Commercial | Group Windshield Survey | Set back 

Hudson vicinity 5000 

1148 Barlowe Road, . . . , 
Hudson 1984 SUM-855-5 Hudson Township Residential Undetermined Adjacent 
Hudson 1984 Not Recorded | Mudson Drive, Hudson Cemetery (O’Brien Within 

vicinit Cemeter 

bey Cuyahoga River at Baily fot 

Hudson 1984 SUM-3-8 Road, Cuyahoga Falls Undetermined Within 
Hudson 1984 ~—-| SuM-631-8 | 493 Munroe Falls Avenue, | Residential Undetermined Within 

Cuyahoga Falls 
Hudson 1984 | SUM-7g0-8_—_| 184! Main Street, Cuyahoga | Residential Undetermined Within 
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Table 11: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-1HA. 


OAI/OHI -— Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle NumberNane Property Description NRHP Status ROW 
Hudson 1984 SUM-779-8 Te Main Street, Cuyahoga Undetermined Within 
Hudson 1984 SUM-657-8 a Main Street, Cuyahoga Residential Undetermined 
Hudson 1984 sum-656-8 _| 1657 Main Street, Cuyahoga | po sidential Undetermined Within 

Falls 
Akron East 1994 | SUM-1817-13 ne Avenue, Undetermined 


Werner Company 
Akron West 1994 | Not Recorded | 109 North Union, Akron ae NRHP 1976 Set back 
Akron West 1994. West 1994 | SUM-1886-16 rae College Street, ‘Commercial =| Undetermined within | 


Akron Post Office and 
Akron West 1994 | Not Recorded | ,0° Fast Market Street Federal Building, NRHP _| Set back 
1983 


| Akron West 1994 West 1994 | SFN 7761856 7761856 East Mill Street, Akron | Mill Street, Akron East Mill Street, Akron | Bridge Bridge -—=—=——_—| Undetermined Within | 


Quaker Oats Cereal 
Akron West 1994 | Not Recorded | 120 East Mill Street, Akron Industrial Factory, NRHP 1978 Within 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Numbar/hlainé Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Cleveland North 1065 Front Street, ’ 

1994 CUY-3027-1 Glaveland Industrial Undetermined Adjacent 
Cleveland North 1450-1460 Davenport, Historic Transportation ; 
1994 CUY-2963-1 | Cleveland (Stable)/Industrial pHOStennle? a 
Cleveland North 1466-1510 Davenport, 
1994 CUY-2964-1 Glaveland Commercial Undetermined =| |Undetermined =| Adjacent 
: a, ee Eligible (ASC 
clevelancNom: euyesoton tere ee Industrial Group Windshield Survey _| Within 
1994 Cleveland a 
Cleveland North 2432-2440 Lakeside, Undetermined =| 
1994 CUY-5050-1 Gleveland ‘Commercial =| Undetermined =| Adjacent _| 
Cleveland North é : 1394 East 39th Street, Potentially Eligible (Blanton 
1994 SE eee Cleveland nus tia and Grunwell 1998 palacont 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Superior Avenue and East oe 
1994 Not Recorded 36th Street, Cleveland Industrial Sag Windshield Survey Within 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Commerce and East 45th é 
1994 Not Recorded Street, Cleveland Industrial SUeUy Windshield Survey Within 
Cleveland North 2187 Ashland Drive, ; 
1994 CUY-918-6 Cleveland Indust Undetermined =| within | 
Cleveland South 2269 Ashland Drive, ; 
1984 CUY-919-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined 
Cleveland South 6901 Woodland Avenue, Cemetery (Woodland Woodland Cemetery, NRHP i 
1984 pelnecciuee Cleveland Cemetery) 1986, Avoid ug 
Cleveland South 2469 East 71st Street, ne 
1984 CUY-709-6 Glaveland Industrial Undetermined 
Cleveland South Woodland Avenue, Cemetery (St. Joseph’s ase 
1984 Not Recorded Cleveland Cemetery) Avoid Within 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle NumbariNiainé aan Description NRHP Status 
Cleveland South 2685 East 79th Street, Undetermined =| 
1984 CUY-986-6 Cleveland Industial | Undetermined =| within | 

Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland South Over East 90th Street and 
a7 Heights | uy-1083-10 | 8910 Miles Park, Cleveland Social Undetermined = within | 
Shaker Heights Cemetery (Calvary sed 
1979 Not Recorded | Miles Road, Cleveland Cemetery) 
ered Heights ee ey Not Recorded, Bedford Archaeological 
Shaker Heights Potentially Eligible Historic oe 
1979 Not Recorded 4 Boundary, Bedford | Residential/Commercial District (CCRPC 1984) 
Shaker Heights Part of Eligible Historic ; 
1979 Sn oOs NA | Archaeological District (CCRPC 1984) 


Potentially Eligible/Part of 
Bee ee esses I Archaeological Potentially Eligible Historic | Within 
District (CCRPC 1984) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | 35 oy 33 N/A Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC Adjacent 
ne 1984) 
: Part of Potentially Eligible 
Srenel cess IGliy 06s 24. lacs nent ot Residential Historic District (CCRPC Within 
1979 Bedford 1984) 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Numbar/Nlainé Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights | ciyy20g4-24 | 92 Old Egbert Road, Residential Historic District (CCRPC Within 
1979 Bedford 1984) 
; ' Part of Potentially Eligible 
Shaker Heights Mills (114) Not Recorded Archaeological Historic District (CCRPC Set back 
1979 site 1984) 


Northfield 1994 | 33 Cu 200 Archaeological Within 


Historic District: Roughly 
Twinsburg 1984 pease avi Sha Hudson Historic District and 
and Hudson Not Recorded Baldwin Stieats Boundar Residential/Commercial | District Boundary Increase, 
1984 y NRHP 1973 and 1989 





Within 
Increase: Irregular 
boundar 


Hudson 1984 33 Su 54 Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
1221 Barlowe Road, ; ._, | Potentially Eligible (ASC 

Hudson 1984 Not Recorded Hudson vicinity Residential/Commercial Group Windshield Survey) Set back 
1148 Barlowe Road, . ; : . 

Hudson 1984 SUM-855-5 Hudson Township Residential Undetermined Adjacent 





ce 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 

7.5’ Quadrangle Numbaraine Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
1681 Main Street, . : . ont 

Hudson 1984 SUM-657-8 Cuyahoga Falls Residential Undetermined 
1657 Main Street, : . : Ere 

Hudson 1984 SUM-656-8 Cuyahoga Falls Residential Undetermined 

Akron West ; Quaker Oats Cereal Factory, id 

1994 Not Recorded | 120 East Mill Street, Akron Industrial NRHP 1978 

AecL. West SFN 7761856 _ | East Mill Street, Akron Undetermined 

Akron West 2-6 South College Street, ; ee 

Akron West 186 East Market Street, Akron Post Office and 

Akron West ; Werner Company Building, 

1994 Not Recorded | 109 North Union, Akron NRHP 1976 Set back 

Akron East 1994 | SUM-1817-13 eee AVENUE, Undetermined 
1135 East Market Street, Funerary (East Akron ; 

Akron East 1994 | Not Recorded Cemetery Gate Lodge) Viall Lodge, NRHP 1994 Set back 

Akron East 1994 | Not Recorded | East Market Street, Akron nee Akron Set back 


; Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Akron East 1994 | Not Recorded | Arlington Street, Akron meneta| oouyodt Group Windshield Survey Within 
Facility) 2000) 
aizon East 1964 | Suwzos2-16 | SH22¥ Over BRO Raload, Undetermine 


Potentially Eligible (ASC 
North Canton | Not Recorded | 2983 Boston Avenue, North | pF ocidential Group Windshield Survey _| Within 
1994 Canton vicinity 2000) 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI — Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Nembar/hlaine Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
4202 Portage Street at B&O | ,,.., Potentially Eligible (ASC 
nou canton | sTA.968-2 _| Railroad tracks, North pale ia Group Windshield Survey _| Within 
Canton Y 2000) 
Canton West 2851 Harrison Avenue NW, ; : : 2.8 
1985 STA-2618-14 Residential Undetermined 


Canton West 2839 Harrison Avenue NW, ; ; . ree 
1985 STA-261 7-14 Canton Residential Undetermined Within 
Canton West 2819 Harrison Avenue NW, ; ; ion 
1985 STA-2615-14 Canion Residential Undetermined Within 


Recreational 
Canton West : ; Adjacent to the West (Park)/Historic ta 
1985 STA-2621-15 Branch of Nimishillen Creek | Transportation (Canal Undetermined ve 
Water Works) 








Canton West 1227 Ridge Avenue NW, . : : me 
1985 STA-113-15 Residential Undetermined 


rae 
reek 2000) 
Sra eee [een 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI i Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Nembar/hlainé Property Description NRHP Status 


Roughly bounded by 
Railroad tracks, Wells Nineteenth Century 


Canton West 


1985 Not Recorded 


Street, and 5th and 9th Worker Housing 


Potentially Eligible Worker 
Housing District (ASC Group | Within 
Streets SW, Canton Windshield Survey 2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
1207 6th Street SW, Canton | Residential Worker Housing District (ASC | within 
Group Windshield Survey 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
735 Patterson Avenue SW, Worker Housing District (ASC agi 
Canton mesieental Group Windshield Survey anni 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
: Worker Housing District (ASC da 
STA-1775-16 | Cook Avenue Industrial Group Windshield Survey Within 
2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
1016 8th Street SW, Canton | Residential Worker Housing District (ASC | within 
Group Windshield Survey 
2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
819 Union Avenue SW, . Worker Housing District (ASC sa 
Canton Pesenta! Group Windshield Survey tin 
2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible 
812 Union Avenue SW, Worker Housing District (ASC nee 
Canton reso Group Windshield Survey von 
2000) 





Canton West 


1985 STA-1877-16 


Canton West 


1985 STA-1846-16 





Canton West 
1985 


Canton West 


1985 STA-1782-16 


Canton West 


1985 STA-1890-16 


Canton West 
1985 


STA-1889-16 
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Table 12: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2H. 


OAI/OHI = Proximity 
7.5’ Quadrangle Nemban/Nlaine Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 


Part of Potentially Eligible 
Canton West 825 Union Avenue SW, ; Worker Housing District (ASC 
1985 STA-1891-16 | Canton Rsiee nial Group Windshield Survey wat 


Canton West 1006 Marion Avenue SW, : ; . aed 
1985 STA-1826-16 Canton Residential Undetermined Within 
Canton West 1008 Marion Avenue SW, ; ; : nt 
1985 STA-1827-16 Canton Residential Undetermined Within 
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Table 13: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2K. 


son" 
Seer orl a 
—— 
meee 
secret i 
el wocdand Avenue, eoneiy (Woodland ra as NRHP 
— 
a 
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Table 13: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2K. 


comarca 
Sat al 
Le 
re oe = 


Shsicer Hezekiah Dunham House, NRHP 
Heights 1979 Not Recorded | 729 Broadway, Bedford Residential 1975/Part of Potentially Eligible Adjacent 
g Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
.. | Bedford Township Hall, NRHP 
ae jo7g | CUY-2140-24 eben Pal Steet, oe (Township | +975/Part of Potentially Eligible | Within 
9 Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
Shaker : 2 SWC Broadway and South Part of Potentially Eligible Historic ae 
Heights 1979 | CUY-2057-24 | Bak Street, Bedford SHUN District (CCRPG 1984) il 
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Table 13: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-2K. 


75 OAI/OHI 7 Proximity 
Guadranale NumbeuName Address Property Description NRHP Status to ROW 
Shaker Part of Potentially Eligible Historic 

Heights 1979 Not Recorded | 755 Broadway, Bedford Commercial District (CCRPC 1984) Adjacent 


Holsey Gates E.Gates Handyside 
House, NRHP 1975/Part of 






Shaker 


Not Recorded | 762 Broadway, Bedford Residential Within 


Heights 1979 Potentially Eligible Historic District 


(CCRPC 1984) 


Shaker Broadway at Tinkers Creek, ath (Bedford City Avoid/Part of Potentially Soy 

Northfield Broadway 
Viaduct, Northfield Road 
over Broadway and Tinkers 


Creek, Bedford 


Shaker Part of Potentially Eligible Historic 

Heights 1979 CUY-2051-24 | 980 Wenso Street, Bedford | Industrial District (CCRPC 1984) 
ane 33 Cu 242 pe Archaeological Undetermined Set back 
Shaker 

Heights 1979 33 Cu 305 NA | Archaeological = Archaeological =| Undetermined = Undetermined | Adjacent | 


Twinsburg Austin Mining Company, 

1984 Not Recorded | Glenwillow Industrial/Residential Glenwillow Works Potential Within 
Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 

Twinsburg Glenwillow Potential Historic _ 

1984 Not Recorded | Glenwillow Residential District (ASC Group Windshield Within 
Survey se 

Twinsburg . Falls Junction Potential Historic _ 

1984 Not Recorded | Falls Junction Residential/Commercial | District (ASC Group Windshield Within 
Survey 2000) 





Shaker Part of Potentially Eligible Historic 


CUY-2066-24 Bridge Within 


Heights 1979 District (CCRPC 1984) 
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7.5 OAI/OHI oS Proximity 


Part of Falls Junction Potential 
Historic District (ASC Group 
Windshield Survey 2000), and 


Austin Mining Company, Within 
Glenwillow Works Potential 


SEC Pettibone Road and oe ; 
ee CUY-1975-27 | Norfolk and Western RR Pe ei eieriionel 
tracks, Glenwillow 
Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
Part of Falls Junction Potential 
Historic District (ASC Group 
Twinsburg 29765 Pettibone Road, Windshield Survey 2000), and 
1984 CUY-2160-27 | Glenwillow Commercial Austin Mining Company, 
Glenwillow Works Potential 
Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 


; ; Part of Austin Mining Company, 
Twinspug Guy Dise a7: | soooeP emibone Boaa, Industrial Glenwillow Works Potential Within 
ee Crenwillow Historic District (GCRPC 1984 
Twinsburg No address, Connotton Potentially Eligible (ASC Group ee 
1984 Not Recorded | poad, Twinsburg vicinity mesial Windshield Survey 2000) ae 





Within 





Akron West ,; Quaker Oats Cereal Factory, ne 
1994 Not Recorded | 120 East Mill Street, Akron Industrial NRHP 1978 Within 
acer West | sen 7761856 | East Mill Street, Akron Undetermined Within 
Akron West 2-6 South College Street, : a 
Akron West 186 East Market Street, Akron Post Office and Federal 

jan West Not Recorded | 109 North Union, Akron — Opa Berea Nann: Set back 
Akron East Cemetery (Tallmadge oe 
1994 Not Recorded | South Street, Tallmadge Cemetery) Avoid Within 
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15 OAI/OHI Jaa, Proximity 
Tagen West | STA-1754-15 | 1436 9th Street NW, Canton | Residential Undetermined Within 
Canton West ae ; William McKinley Tomb, NRHP os 

1985 Not Recorded | 7th Street NW William McKinley Tomb 1970, NHL 
Canton West 7th Street NW over West Potentially Eligible (Reserve Pool face 

1985 SFN 7661274 | Branch of Nimishillen Creek Bridge, ODOT 1990) dale 
ee West STA-2462-15 | 1327 4th Street NW, Canton | Residential Undetermined 
Canton West 1319 West Tuscarawas, . isd 


Roughly bounded by 
Canton West Railroad tracks, Wells Nineteenth Century 
1985 Not Recorded | cireet, and Sth and 9th Worker Housing 
Streets SW, Canton 
Ganion Weel Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
1985 STA-1877-16 | 1207 6th Street SW, Canton | Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield Survey 2000 
Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
caren West | sTa-1e4e-16 | 22>“ alterson Avenue SW, | Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield Survey 2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
ag est | STA-1775-16 Industrial Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield Survey 2000) 


Potentially Eligible Worker 


Housing District (ASC Group Within 


Windshield Survey 2000) 





Canton West Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
1985 STA-1782-16 | 1016 8th Street SW, Canton | Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield Survey 2000) 
Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
fae PS IARIeee te ree Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield Survey 2000) 
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7.5 OAI/OHI feeon | 
Sat Name [Address Address Property Description | Description | Property Description | NRHP Status i feeon | 


Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
oe weet STA-1889-16 eit PpYCUG oN Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
Windshield sae 2000) 


Part of Potentially Eligible Worker 
aes PSTAMB Ie cea eons Residential Housing District (ASC Group Within 
ag  —_ Jean Survey 2000) 
Canton West 1006 Marion Avenue SW, Undetermined 
1985 STA-1826-16 Residential = Undetermined within | 
Canton West 1008 Marion Avenue SW, : 
canton Wet | Sra 4887-16 Resident Undetermined 
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Table 14: Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for R-3. 

















; OAI/OHI Property Proximity to 
7.5’ Quadrangle | Number/Nanie Address | Description | NRHP Status | ROW 
Cleveland North 1065 Front Street, ; 

1994 CUY-3027-1 Gleveland Industrial Undetermined Adjacent 


Historic 
Peveane: Nou CUY-2963-1 0 1160 Davenport Transportation Undetermined Adjacent 
1994 Cleveland 
aaa /Industrial 
Cleveland North 1466-1510 Davenport, 
1994 CUY-2964-1 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent | 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland Noy “lcuy-s04g4) (| coe eo Panes: Industrial Group Windshield Survey | Within 
1994 Cleveland ao 
Cleveland North 2432-2440 Lakeside, Undetermined 
1994 CUY-5050-1 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent | 
Potentially Eligible 
clevelana NoHn CUY-4827-5 (S97 act ScUi Steel, Industrial (Blanton and Grunwell Adjacent 
1984 Cleveland toes 


Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Superior Avenue and East ae 
1994 Not Recorded 36th Street, Cleveland Industrial aeey Windshield Survey | Within 
Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland North Commerce and East 45th ; , a 
1994 Not Recorded Street, Cleveland Industrial cao — Tae Windshield Survey | Within 
Cleveland North 2187 Ashland Drive, . ar 
1994 CUY-918-6 Cleveland Indust Undetermined Within 
Cleveland South 2269 Ashland Drive, . Bt 
1984 CUY-919-6 Gleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 


Cemetery 

Cleveland South 6901 Woodland Avenue, Woodland Cemetery, 

1984 Not Recorded Gléweland (Woodland NRHP 1986, Avoid Within 
eae 

Cleveland South 2469 East 71st Street, 

1984 CUY-709-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 
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Cemetery (St. 
or 
Cleveland South 2685 East 79th Street, 
civ cuv-esc-s | 85 Eas incustis witin 





Potentially Eligible (ASC 
Cleveland South Not Recorded Over East 90th Street and Bridge Group Windshield Survey — | Within 
1984 Holton Avenue, Cleveland 2000) 
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Table 15: Archaeological Sites and Architectural Properties Located Within and Near the Study Area for the Commuter and 
Light Rail Stations. 













































































OAI/OHI ee 
LS: a Proximity 
Quadrangle eee Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Euclid/East 55th Street Station 
Cleveland 1920-1962 East 57th Street, ; at 
North 1994 CUY-6035-5 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland Euclid Avenue between East 
CUY-6110-5 | 46th and 55th Streets, Commercial Undetermined Within 
North 1994 
Cleveland 

Cleveland 5205-5209 Euclid Avenue, . ; om 
North 1994 CUY-6113-6 Glaveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland Not Euclid Avenue and East 57th = | Commersial (COP | potentially Eligible (ASC Group | wan, 
North 1994 Recorded Street, Cleveland Buildings) y Windshield Survey 2000) 
Cleveland 5607-5609 Euclid Avenue, ,; Potentially Eligible (Epstein a 
North 1994 CUY-174-5 Glavéland Commercial 2000) Within 
Cleveland Ato Potentially Eligible (Epstein 
North 1994 CUY-173-5 | 5613 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial 2000) Adjacent 
Cleveland 5701-5707 Euclid Avenue, : : ; 
North 1994 CUY-172-5 @laveland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
Cleveland 1985 East 59th Street, ; 
North 1994 CUY-6026-5 Glavaland Commercial Undetermined Adjacent 
Veve tog | CUY-6106-6 | 4300 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 4400-4500 Euclid Avenue, , ; ig 
North 1994 CUY-6107-6 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Neve dogg | CUY-6180-6 | 4600 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
Seven CUY-6109-6 | 4806 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Residential Undetermined Within 
North 1994 , 
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es eaeeea Address Property Description | NRHP Status Proximity 
Quadrangle ee pay P to ROW 
Cleveland ‘ ; ‘ Commercial Potentially Eligible (Epstein nae 
North 1994 CUY-6111-6 | Euclid Avenue, Cleveland (Entertainment) 2000) Within 
co ae ; CUY-6112-6 | 5200 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 5308-5408 Euclid Avenue, ; ; ae 
North 1994 CUY-175-6 Glaveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland g _ | East 55th Street and Euclid Potentially Eligible (Epstein ee 
North 1994 ie aad Avenue, Cleveland Brigge 2000) ee 
Cleveland 5602-5604 Euclid Avenue, : ; ae 
North 1994 CUY-6046-6 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 5804-5808 Euclid Avenue, : . ae 
North 1994 CUY-6047-6 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 5810-5814 Euclid Avenue, ; : Poe 
North 1994 CUY-6048-6 Glevaland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland 5702-5704 Euclid Avenue, ; . Pr 
North 1994 CUY-6049-6 Cleveland Commercial Undetermined Within 
Kove tog, | CUY-6050-6 | 5700 Euclid Avenue, Cleveland | Commercial Undetermined Within 
Cleveland — Tower City Station 
Public Square, between Commercial/Historic 
Cleveland Not Superior Avenue, Ontario Street, | Transportation Terminal Tower Historic District, Within 
South 1984 Recorded Huron Road, and West 6th (Railway)/Governme | NRHP 1976 
Street ntal (Post Office) 

Cleveland Historic 

CUY-2877-2 | 500-510 Canal Road, Cleveland | Transportation Undetermined Within 
South 1984 : 

(Railway) 
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15 ai Proximity 
Quadrangle Nass Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Cleveland aoe 
CUY-2879-2 | 221 Canal Road, Cleveland Transportation Undetermined Adjacent 

South 1984 ; 

(Railway) 
Cleveland aoe 

CUY-2876-2 | 220 Canal Road, Cleveland Transportation Undetermined Adjacent 

South 1984 

(Railway) 
East 55th Street Station (LRT-3) 
eevee cuvey7 |. Saree Undetermined Within 
South 1984 tracks, Cleveland ASP 

(Railway) 
Cleveland 3027 East 55th Street, ; ie 
South 1984 CUY-579-7 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 
East 79th Street Station 
Cleveland 2856 East 79th Street, ; a 
South 1984 CUY-989-6 Cleveland Industrial Undetermined Within 
Light Rail Transfer Station 
Cleveland Not Over East 90th Street and Bridge Potentially Eligible (ASC Group Within 
South 1984 Recorded Holton Avenue, Cleveland g Windshield Survey 2000) 
East 55th Street Station (LRT-2B) 

Roughly bounded by Railroad Potentially Eligible Worker 
nee 4 a dad Tracks, Broadway, Perkins, and se abil Housing District (ASC Group Adjacent 
Dausse Streets, Cleveland g Windshield Survey 2000) 
Broadway Avenue Station 
elevelaie CUY-1013-7 | 8012 Jones Road, Cleveland | Church Undetermined Within 
South 1984 ; 
Cleveland Not Holy Name High School, NRHP oe 
South 1984 Recorded pele bioadway, Cleveland ee 1975, Demolished 1978 ie 
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LS: a Proximity 
Quadrangle ee Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Cleveland Poe Potentially Eligible (ASC Group sai 
South 1984 CUY-584-7 | 8328 Broadway, Cleveland Church Windshield Survey 2000) Within 
Broadway/Harvard Station 
ool ane CU 5627.) ee ere aeons ies Eaten Undetermined Within 
South 1984 tracks, Cleveland ASR 
(Railway) 
Bedford W&LE Station 
Shaker Heights | Not Residential/Commerc | Potentially Eligible Historic ae 
1979 Recorded _| "regular Boundary, Bedford ial District (GCRPC 1984) ly 
ot melon ae ve) Not Recorded Archaeological Undetermined Within 
Bedford Station 
Shaker Heights | Not Residential/Commerc | Potentially Eligible Historic ane 
1979 Recorded: |, egular boundary» eeatorg ial District (CCRPC 1984) ll 
Shaker Heights | Not Residential/Commerc | Potentially Eligible Historic ae 
1979 Recorded _| Bedford ial District (CCRPC 1999) oe 
Shaker Heights | CUY-2060- a ; Part of Potentially Eligible ie 
1979 DA 177 Willis Street, Bedford Residential Historic District (CCRPC 1984) Within 
Historic eas 
Shaker Heights | CUY-2059- ‘fe Part of Potentially Eligible ee: 
1979 24 Biliseoliect Peviord ate aa Historic District (CCRPC 1984) | Within 
Shaker Heights | CUY-2058- Part of Potentially Eligible fin 
1979 DA Public Square, Bedford Monument Historic District (CCRPC 1984) Within 
Hezekiah Dunham House, 
Shaker Heights | Not ; NRHP 1975/Part of Potentially pi 
1979 Recorded _| “29 Broadway, Bedford riosigenta! Eligible Historic District (CCRPC | Within 
1984) 
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rs eae Address Property Description | NRHP Status eTOnNIEY 
Quadrangle ae eae P to ROW 
: : Bedford Township Hall, NRHP 
Shaner Heignts | S-2140- | 30 South Park Street, Bedford A oareie ail 1975/Part of Potentially Eligible | Within 
p Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
Shaker Heights | CUY-2057- | SWC Broadway and South Park Ghiirch Part of Potentially Eligible Within 
1979 24 Street, Bedford Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
Shaker Heights | Not Part of Potentially Eligible oT 
1979 Recorded _| 9» Broadway, Bedford Sommerel Historic District (CCRPC 1984) _| Within 
Holsey Gates-E.Gates 
Shaker Heights | Not : ; Handyside House, NRHP ee 
1979 Recorded’. | 702 /Pfoadway, Bediord Pesidenttel 1975/Part of Potentially Eligible | “Within 
Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
|-77/Miller Road Station (V.A. Hospital) 
Broadview ay 
Heights 1994 33 Cu 139 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 
Broadview CUY-1548- eee ; ; ee 
Heights 50 Miller Road, Brecksville vicinity Residential Undetermined Within 
Broadview ; am 
Heights 1994 33 Cu 138 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 
Broadview CUY-5947- ae 
Heights 1994 50 6620 Miller Road, Brecksville Residential Undetermined Within 
Broadview CUY-5948- ; ee 
Heights 1994 50 6745 Miller Road, Brecksville Residential Undetermined Within 
Broadview CUY-5949- dened ; ; ; 
Heights 50 Miller Road, Brecksville vicinity Residential Undetermined Adjacent 
Walton Hills Station 
Northfield 1994 | 33 Cu 200 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 
Macedonia/SR 82 Station 
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rae’ ono Proximity 
Quadrangle eon Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Northfield 1994 | 33 Su 199 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Within 
Glenwillow Station 
ope re 33 Cu 240 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Adjacent 
Commercial/Industria | Austin Mining Company, 
ee NOt eq | Cochran Road V Glenwillow Works Potential Within 
Residential Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
Twinebur Not Commercial/Industria_ | Glenwillow Potential Historic 
1984 g Racorded Cochran Road I/ District (ASC Group Windshield | Set back 
Residential Survey 2000) 
Glenwillow/Cochran Station 
Te 33 Cu 240 N/A Archaeological Undetermined Set back 
Commercial/Industria | Austin Mining Company, 
ee NOt deg | Cochran Road V Glenwillow Works Potential Within 
Residential Historic District (CCRPC 1984) 
TEDL Not Commercial/Industria | Glenwillow Potential Historic 
1984 g Biacordad Cochran Road I/ District (ASC Group Windshield | Adjacent 
Residential Survey 2000) 
Twinsburg/Cannon Road Station 
Twinsburg Not No address, Connotton Road, : Potentially Eligible (ASC Group ee 
1984 Recorded _| Twinsburg vic. eee Windshield Survey 2000) On 
Hudson Station 
Roughly bounded by College, NOT ROTTEN 
Hudson 1984 eas Streetsboro, §. Main and terse bose Historic District, NRHP Within 
Baldwin Streets, Hudson 
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OAI/OHI atte 
75 oa Proximity 
Quadrangle ore Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Twinebut Roughly bounded by Hudson 
1984 an i Not St., Old Orchard Drive, Aurora, Residential/Commerc | Hudson Historic District Sat hack 
Hudson 1984 Recorded Oviatt, Streetsboro, College, and | ial Boundary Increase, NRHP 1989 
Aurora Streets, Hudson 
Cuyahoga Falls/Broadway Station 
Not 130 Broad Blvd., Cuyahoga First Congregational Church of 
Hudson 1984 | Recorded _| Falls Church Cuyahoga Falls, NRHP 1975 _| Set back 
2022 Newberry Street, cd 
Hudson 1984 SUM-644-8 Cuyahoga Falis Residential Undetermined Within 
2027 Newberry Street, : a 
Hudson 1984 SUM-645-8 Cuyahoga Falis Residential Undetermined Within 
2037 Newberry Street, ; ; 
Hudson 1984 SUM-646-8 Cuyahoga Falis Residential Undetermined Adjacent 
Downtown Akron Inter-modal Transit Center/Station 
Akron West Not 
1994 Recorded 182 South Main Street, Akron Commercial Loew’s Theatre, NRHP 1973 Set back 
Akron West Not — Young Woman's Christian 
1994 Recorded 146 South High Street Institutional Association, NRHP 1982 Set back 
Akron West Not 226-250 South Main Street, O’Neil’s Department Store, 
1994 Recorded _| Akron Pommerciel NRHP 1990 veloacs 
Akron West Not ; Governmental Summit County Courthouse and me 
1994 Recorded _| 209 South High Street, Akron —_| (county Courthouse) | Annex, NRHP 1974 ue 
Akron West Not St. Bernard’s Church, ha 
1994 Banorded 240 South Broadway, Akron Church NRHP1989 Within 
Tallmadge Station 
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OAI/OHI atte 
LS: oa Proximity 
Quadrangle Nae Address Property Description | NRHP Status to ROW 
Church and neice, Be 
Akron East Not Tallmadge Town Square, Tallmadge Town Square Historic 
1994 Recorded _| Tallmadge Thee (TOWN | District, NRHP 1971 felacent 
Akron-Canton/Mt. Pleasant Station 
Cemetery (West 
Te Nip ceay ee eee ier Nimishillen Avoid Set back 
Cemetery) 
Akron-Canton/Shuffel Drive Station 
North Canton Not Cemetery (North 
1994 Basorded Pittsburgh Avenue, Canton Canton Cemetery) Avoid Set back 
North Canton Station 
Historic ; ni 
North Canton 4202 Portage Street at B&O Potentially Eligible (ASC Group nie 
1994 STA-968-2 | Bailroad tracks, North Canton estes Windshield Survey 2000) 
Canton/Tuscarawas Street Station 
Pamon West | S1A2482- | 1327 4th Street NW, Canton _| Residential Undetermined Within 
ee eet re A-3028- | 1319 West Tuscarawas, Canton | Commercial Undetermined Within 
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Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 
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Cleveland Museum of Natural History (CMNH) and the Western Reserve Historical Society 
(WRHS) 

1978 Historic and Archaeological Resources of the Urban County Block Grant Communities in 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio. Cleveland Museum of Natural History and the Western Reserve 
Historical Society, Cleveland. Submitted to the Cuyahoga County Department of Community 
Development, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Coleman, K., and A. Scott 

1999a Data Collection and Field Inspection for the Warrensville-Broadway Water Supply Main, 
Section Il, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to Dodson-Stilson, 
Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1999b Memo to File/Photolog for the Hudson Drive Bridge Replacement (PID 15927), Cuyahoga 
Falls, Summit County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to URS Greiner, Cleveland. 
Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Crawford, L. 

1994 A Phase | Literature Review for the Widening of Interstate 77 in Canton and Plain 
Townships, Stark County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to CT Consultants, 
Willoughby, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Cuyahoga County Planning Commission (CCPC) 

1999 Historic Preservation Survey, Cuyahoga County Urban County: Phase 1- Initial 
Identification; Phase 2 —- Commercial District Identification; Phase 3- Residential District 
Identification (partial). Cuyahoga County Planning Commission, Cleveland. Copies on file at the 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Cuyahoga County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) 

1984 Potential Historic Districts in Suburban Cuyahoga County. Cuyahoga County Regional 
Planning Commission, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 


Department of Community Development (DCD), Cleveland Landmarks Commission 

(CLC), and the Cleveland City Planning Commission (CCPC). 

1985 City of Cleveland, Built Environment and Urban Design Data Base. Department of 
Community Development, Cleveland Landmarks Commission, and the Cleveland City Planning 
Commission. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Dobson-Brown, D., L. O'Donnell, and H. Beamer 

1995 Reconnaissance Survey of the Proposed U.S. Route 224 Road Widening Project in the 
City of Akron, Summit County, Ohio. Archaeological Services Consultants, Columbus, Ohio. 
Submitted to McCoy Associates, Akron, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 


Dual Hub Corridor Alternatives Analysis (DHCAA) 

1988 Dual Hub Corridor Alternatives Analysis, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Historic 
and Archaeological Sites: Existing Conditions, Impacts and Mitigating Measures. Submitted to 
the City of Cleveland Planning Commission, Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency, and 
the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 


E.G. &G., Inc. 
1989 Master Plan Summary Fort Island Park. E.G. & G., no city. Submitted to the city of 
Fairlawn, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 
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Epstein, M. J. 
Letter to Jeri Chaikin, Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority. Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Finney, F. A. 

1997 Archaeological Investigations at Selected Sites in the Cuyahoga River Valley, Cuyahoga 
and Summit Counties, Ohio. Reports of Investigation No. 467. Institute for Minnesota 
Archaeology, Minneapolis. Submitted to the Midwest Archaeological Center of the National Park 
Service, Lincoln, Nebraska. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Ford, S. and D. S. Brose 

ca. 1983 Archaeological Resources of the Southwest Corner of the Hudson-Streetsboro Waste 
Water Treatment Plant, Portage County, Ohio. Archaeological Research Report of the Cleveland 
Museum of Natural History. Submitted to Kenmore Construction Company, Akron. Copies on file 
at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Frye, L. A., D. Dobson-Brown, W. Hunter, H. Beamer, and D. Herr 

1993 Cultural Resource Survey of the Proposed Interchange at State Route 8 and Seasons 
Road in Stow Township, Summit County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to URS 
Consultants, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Glenn, J., and B. A. Myers 

1996 Phase | Cultural Resource Investigation of the Proposed Ohio Turnpike (I-80)/Interstate 77 
Interchange Project, Richfield Township, Summit County, Ohio. Center for Cultural Resource 
Research, Pittsburgh. Submitted to URS Consultants, Cleveland, and the Ohio Department of 
Transportation, Columbus. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Greber, N., and D. R. Bush 

1979 The Archaeological Resources Within the Proposed Streetsboro Facilities Plan, Portage 
County, Ohio. Cleveland Museum of Natural History. Submitted to the Portage County Sanitary 
Engineer, Ravenna, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Hampton, R. A., and C. Y. Wang 

1998 A History of the Barbarowa Neighborhood, Cleveland, Ohio. Hardlines: Design and 
Delineation, Columbus. Submitted to Burgess and Niple, Painesville, Ohio. Copies on file at the 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Herr, D. 

1994 Phase | Literature Review for the Proposed U.S. Route 224 Road Widening Project in the 
City of Akron, Summit County, Ohio. Archaeological Services Consultants, Columbus, Ohio. 
Submitted to McCoy Associates, Akron, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 


1996 Documentary Research for the Ohio and Erie Canal Towpath Trail in Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to Dodson-Stilson, Columbus, Ohio. Copies on 
file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Hillen, L. B., and D. Dobson-Brown 

1994 Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed White Pond Drive/I-77 Improvement Project in 
Copley Township and the City of Akron, Summit County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. 
Submitted to URS Consultants, Akron. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 


Hillen, L. B., and J. Randall 
1997 Literature Review and Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed Carl 
Street Storm Sewer Outfall Project in Green Township, Summit County, and Lake Township, 
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Stark County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to McCoy Associates, Akron, Ohio. 
Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Hunter, W. M. 

1993 Phase | Literature Review for the Proposed White Pond Drive/I-77 Improvement Project in 
Copley Township and the City of Akron, Summit County, Ohio. Archaeological Services 
Consultants, Columbus. Submitted to URS Consultants, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Lee, A. M. 

1983 Archaeological Reconnaissance of the Heights-Hilltop Interceptor Supplemental Facility 
Plans. Cleveland Museum of Natural History. Submitted to Havens and Emerson, Cleveland. 
Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Lee, A. M., R. Wheeler, and D. S. Brose 

1986 Archaeological Resource Modeling in an Urban Setting: Cleveland, Ohio. Cleveland 
Museum of Natural History, Archaeological Report No. 69. Submitted to the Cleveland 
Landmarks Commission. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1987 Historic Archaeological Resources in Cleveland, Ohio: the Flats and the Dual Hub 
Corridor. Cleveland Museum of Natural History. Submitted to the Cleveland Landmarks 
Commission. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Mancz, E. A. 

1993a A Phase | Secondary Source Survey of the Proposed Mull Avenue Improvement Project, 
City of Akron, Summit County, Ohio. Department of Sociology, University of Akron. Submitted to 
McCoy Associates, Akron. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1993b A Phase | and II Cultural Resource Survey of the Proposed Center Valley Bike Path 
Project City of Twinsburg, Summit County, Ohio. Department of Sociology, University of Akron. 
Submitted to CT Consultants, Willoughby, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 


1997 Phase | Prehistoric/Historic Archaeological Survey Report for the Proposed State Route 8 
Improvement Corridor, Summit County, Ohio (SUM 8-0.38, PID 7867). Dodson-Stilson, 
Cleveland. Submitted to Ohio Department of Transportation, Columbus. Copies on file at the 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Mancz, E. A., J. A. Hudson, and C. L. Huegle 

1989 A Phase | Literature Search and a Phase II Archaeological Survey of the Proposed AT&T 
Cable Lightguide, Cleveland to Medina. Department of Sociology, University of Akron. 
Submitted to Baker and Associates, Akron. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 


Mancz, E. A., J. A. Hudson, C. L. Huegle, and L. M. Hartley 

1988 A Phase | Literature Search and Phase II Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Fort 
Island Park Project City of Fairlawn, Summit County, Ohio. John P. Marwitt, University of Akron. 
Submitted to E.G. & G., Akron. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 
Marcucci, D. J. 

1995 Cultural Resource Assessment of Five Sites Proposed U.S. Courthouse, Cleveland, 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio. Louis Berger & Associates, Inc., Chicago. Submitted to General 
Services Administration - Region 5, Chicago. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 
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McQuillin, S. 
1997 Proposed Station Improvements: West 3rd Street to 9th Street. Steven McQuillin & 
Associates, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Mills, W. C. 
1914 Archeological Atlas of Ohio. Ohio State Archaeological and Historical Society. Fred J. 
Heer, Columbus. 


Moss, K., and K. Coleman 

1997 Documentary Research for the Shuffel Road Interchange and I-77 Improvements in Stark 
and Summit Counties, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to MS Consultants, 
Canton, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Noble, V. E. 

1987 Preliminary Report of an Archaeological Survey Along the Ohio and Erie Canal Towpath, 
Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area, Summit County, Ohio. Submitted to the Midwest 
Archaeological Center, National Park Service, Lincoln, Nebraska. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1988 Report of an Archeological Survey Along the Ohio and Erie Canal Towpath, Cuyahoga 
Valley National Recreation Area, Summit County, Ohio. Submitted to the United States 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Midwest Archeological Center, Lincoln, 
Nebraska. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1990 A Preliminary Report on the 1990 Archeological Survey Along Sections of the Ohio and 
Erie Canal Towpath, Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area, Cuyahoga and Summit 
Counties, Ohio. Submitted to the United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Midwest Archeological Center, Lincoln, Nebraska. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1992 Final Report on a Phased Archeological Survey Along the Ohio and Erie Canal Towpath in 
Cuyahoga Valley NRA, Summit and Cuyahoga Counties, Ohio. Midwest Archeological Center 
Technical Report No. 13. United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Midwest Archeological Center, Lincoln, Nebraska. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 


O'Donnell, L., C. Mustain, and D. Herr 

1996 A Phase | Literature Review and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed Ohio & Erie 
Canal Towpath Trail and Reservation Development Area in Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC 
Group, Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to Dodson-Stilson, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) 

1985 An Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Access Road Development and Interchange 
Modification, SUM 77/18-23.21 (P.F. 1807), Copley Township, Summit County, Ohio. Cultural 
Resource Section, Bureau of Environmental Services, and the Ohio Department of 
Transportation, Columbus. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1998 CUY-Towpath Enhancement (PID 15354) Monitoring Results, Independence Township, 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio. Ohio Department of Transportation. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Portage County Regional Planning Commission 

1985 Archaeological Resources of Portage County: Preserving Our Heritage. Portage County 
Planning Commission, no city. Submitted to and copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 
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Prufer, O. H., and D. Long 

1985 The Prehistory of Portage County, Ohio. A Study in Preventive Archaeology. No 
publisher, no city. Submitted to the Portage County Planning Commission, no city. Copies on file 
at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Randall, J. 

1999 Phase | History/Architecture Survey of the CUY-77-00.88 (PID 19138) Road Widening and 
Improvement Project in the City of Brecksville, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. Ohio Department of 
Transportation, Office of Environmental Services, Cultural Resources Section. Copies on file at 
the Ohio Department of Transportation. 


Reymond, G. A. 

1977 A Report on the Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed Relief Interceptor Sewer and 
Improvements to Wastewater Treatment Plant Project Planned by the City of Canton, Stark 
County, Ohio. Reymond Archaeological Consultants, Dover, Ohio. Submitted to Floyd G. 
Browne & Associates, Canton, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 


Schweikart, J., D. Herr, and D. Dobson-Brown 

1998 An Updated Phase | Literature Review and Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed 
Widening of Interstate 77 (STA-77-9.50; PID No. 10769) in Canton and Plain Townships, Stark 
County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., Columbus. Submitted to CT Consultants, Willoughby, Ohio. 
Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Scott, A. and L. Whitman 

1999 Photolog of Significant and Potentially Significant Cultural Resources in the Study Area for 
the Proposed RTA Waterfront MIS Project in Downtown Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. 
ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to BAT Associates, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Skinner, S. and C. Ware 

1999 Memo to File/Photolog for the Improvements to West 3rd Street (PID 19302), Cleveland, 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., Columbus. Submitted to Parsons Brinckerhoff, 
Dublin, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Steven McQuillin & Associates 

1993a Canton Urban Neighborhoods, Intensive Area Survey, Summary Historic Reports, Phase 
2: Wells Neighborhood Historical Report. Revised 1994. Steven McQuillin & Associates, no city. 
Submitted to the city of Canton, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 


1993b Canton Urban Neighborhoods, Intensive Area Survey, Summary Historic Reports, Phase 
3: Summary Recommendations on National Register Eligibility for Project Study Areas. Steven 
McQuillin & Associates, no city. Submitted to the city of Canton, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1994 Historical Report, Mull Avenue Widening Project, PID 11415, City of Akron, County of 
Summit, Ohio. McCoy Associates, Akron. Submitted to the city of Akron, Office of the Engineer, 
Ohio Department of Transportation, and the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Akron and 
Columbus. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1995 Canton Urban Neighborhoods, Historic Properties Area Survey, Summary Historic 
Reports, Phase 3: Canton North Neighborhoods Historical Report. Steve McQuillin & 
Associates, no city. Submitted to the city of Canton, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 
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Snell, S. 

1998a Summary Report Field Review of the Proposed Infrastructure Improvements of the Erie 
Connection and the Erie Crossing, Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus, 
Ohio. Submitted to Myra L. Frank & Associates, Los Angeles, California. Copies on file at the 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


1998b Summary Report Field Review of the Proposed Infrastructure Improvements of the 
Harvard Connection, Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., Columbus. 
Submitted to Myra L. Frank & Associates, Los Angeles, California. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Thursby, L. O., L. G. Whitman, and M. Perrotta 

2000 A Phase | Literature Review and History/Architecture Survey for the Proposed Front Street 
(State Route 59) Widening (SUM-SR 59-4.93; PID 20891) in Cuyahoga Falls, Summit County, 
Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to URS Greiner, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Tonetti, A. 

1999 A Literature Review Summary for the Ohio Portion of the Proposed Fiber-Optics Line from 
Cleveland, Ohio, to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to HDR 
Engineering, Chicago. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


White, J. R. 

1992 Phase II Archaeological Survey of the Cleveland-Massillon Road Widening and Rerouting 
Project in Fairlawn, Summit County, Ohio. Youngstown State University. Submitted to MS 
Consultants, Inc., Canton. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Whitman, L. G. and C. Mustain 

1999 Phase | Literature Review and Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Emerald Valley 
Business Park in the Village of Glenwillow, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus. 
Submitted to Duke Construction, Independence, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Whitman, L. G., L. O'Donnell, and A. Epperson 

1996 Phase | Literature Review and Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Riverview Road 
Realignment and Improvement in the Village of Boston, Boston Township, Summit County, Ohio. 
ASC Group, Columbus. Submitted to McCoy Associates, Akron. Copies on file at the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 


Whitman, L. G., and J. Randall 

1998 Phase | Literature Review and Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Ohio Turnpike 
Bridge Replacement over the Cuyahoga River, Summit County, Ohio. ASC Group, Columbus, 
Ohio. Submitted to HNTB Ohio, Cleveland. Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office, Columbus. 
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